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CHARACTERISTICS OF LOW INCOME FAMILIES IN EASTERN SOUTH DAKOTA: 
AN EXAMINATION OF THE CULTURE OF POVERTY CONCEPT 
Abstract 
JAMES LEE SATTERLEE 
Under the supervision of Professor Marvin P. Riley 
Characteristics of a sample of 120 low-income families receiving 
USDA food commodities in three Eastern South Dakota counties are 
studied. The Objectives of the study are: (1) to provide a socio­
demographic overview of the characteristics possessed by these 
families; (2) to test the applicability of the Culture of Poverty 
approach for classifying rural low-income families; (3) to construct 
a typology- designed to better understand the heterogeneity exhibited 
among low-income rural families; and (4) to present the implications 
of the study for policy making, program planning and research. 
Findings on the first objective show the average age of house­
hold head to be forty-six years, an average education of nine years, 
employed full-time primarily as farm managers and laborers, and a 
family size of six persons-. Residential and occupational mobility 
findings ref,lect few moves. Average income for the families is 
$2,300 per year. Findings relating to health indicate over one­
third of the households to be experiencing a serious illness with 
an average annual medical cost for the families to be $385. Level 
of living characteristics of the families indicate poor housing 
and facilities to be common. Lack of contact with mass media and 
low participation outside the home reflect isolation. The above 
findings are also presented for the farm and non-farm segments. 
The finding on the second objective of the study is that the 
14 characteristics assigned the poor by the proponents of the 
Culture of Poverty concept are not distributed homogeneously 
throughout the sample. Only 29 families possess over half of the 
characteristics with no families possessing all. 
Three poverty types are delineated on the basis of the extent 
to which they possess Culture of Poverty characteristics. Chi­
square tests for association between the poverty types and selected 
characteristics indicate a significant association for education, 
occupation, extent of unemployment, occupational and residential 
mobility, socioeconomic and health status, anomie, isolation, 
organization particip�tion, family stability, and attitudes toward 
education. Characteristics not significantly associated are income 
differences, birthplace, age and sex of household head, and size of 
f��-
The fourth objective is accomplished by presenting the implica­
tions for policy making, program planning, and research based on 
the findings of the first three objectives. The need for considering 
differences among various types of low-income families in program 
planning as well as a further refinement of the measures used in the 
study are stressed. 
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CHAPI'ER I 
INTRODUCTION 
A. Nature and Extent of the Problem 
The President's National Advisory Commission on rural poverty 
reported in 1967 that, somewhat to the surprise of most .Americans, 
there was more poverty in rural America proportionately than in our 
cities. In metropolitan areas, one person in eight is poor, in the 
suburbs the ratio is one to fifteen, but in the rural areas one in 
f . l every our persons is poor. This Commission has estimated that 
about JO percent of our total population live in rural areas, yet 
40 percent of the nation's poor live there. Nearly 14 million rural 
Americans are in a state of poverty. Contrary to popular impression, 
they are not found on farms, but the majority are to be found in 
small towns and villages. Ten million of the 14 million are of the 
rural non-farm segment with the remaining four million to be found 
on open country farms. 
The President's Commission indicated that the various symptoms 
of poverty can be identified through income, education, job oppor­
tunity, lack of mobility, and family size. The Commission indicated 
that when a family's income is less than $3000 per year, the family 
1National Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty, "The People 
Left Behind," (Washington, D. C. : U. S. Government Printing Office, 
September, 1967), p. J. 
is usually defined as poor. _ Yet they also stated that in rural 
America an income of $3000 per family is an exception not the rule. 
Of the poor families in the rural areas, more than 70 percent 
struggle along on less than $2000 per year and one family in every 
four exists on less than $1000. 2 
Schooling in low income areas is as inadequate as the income. 
Rural people generally have poorer educational background than city 
people. Few rural adults ever attain the national average of 8. 8 
years of school completed and male farm laborers earning incomes 
2 
less than $1000 average only five years of schooling. The Commission 
points out that low educational levels seem to be sell-perpetuating 
as often the head of a rural poor family who has had little schooling 
also perpetuates through his sons a low level of educational attain­
ment. 3 
At best, job opportunities in rural areas are scarce and in 
many- places are becoming more scarce as time goes by. For rural 
people living within commuting distance of non-farm jobs it becomes 
possible to coznl?ine farming with a variety of jobs, but in isolated 
areas such opportunities are few and far between. 
Some rural families make so little that their children are mal­
nourished and some literally starving as a team of six physicians 
discovered in a 1967 survey of the rural areas. 
2
�. ,  P· 5. 
Jibid. , p .  5. 
In summary, we saw children who are hungry and who 
are sick--children for whom hunger is a daily fact of 
life and sickness in many forms, an inevitability. We 
do not want to quibble over words, but •malnutrition' 
is not quite what we found; the boys and girls we saw 
were hungry--weak, in pain, sick; their lives are being 
shortened; they are, in fact, visibly and predictably 
losing their health, their energy, their spirits. They 
are suffering from hunger and disease and directly or 
indirectly they are dying from them--which is exactly 
what •starvation' means • 
• • •  It is unbelievable to us that a nation as rich as 
ours, with all its technological and scientific resources 
has to permit thousands and thousands of children to go 
hungry, go sick, and die grim and premature deaths.4 
Rural low-income areas have been the source of out-migration 
for a number of years. From 1790 to the present, the nation's 
population has grown to over 200 million persons. During this 
period of time, a reversal has taken place from 95 percent t� 
presently 30 percent rural. The strictly rural areas and areas 
of lowest income are having the heaviest out-migration. The · 
poorest counties, with median family incomes 0£ less than $2000 
in 1959, lost more than 600,000 persons--over one-fourth of their 
1950 population through out-migration. At the same time, high 
income counties with median family incomes of $7500 or more 
increased through migration by about 200,000 people. Considering 
the mobility of the .American people many have sought to escape 
rural poverty by moving from the farm or small town to larger 
cities into non-farm types of work. Yet at the same time the fact 
3 
remains that if one's origin is in agriculture, his chances of 
remaining there are relatively great. Given the low income levels 
of farmers and farm workers, the tendency to inherit one's occupa­
tion serves as an obstacle to an escape from poverty. Of those 
4 
who do attempt to escape, macy do not make the transition; therefore, 
mobility to the cities serves as no guarantee for escaping poverty.5 
The size of many low-income families makes escape from poverty 
extremely difficult. Large families have been traditional in rural 
areas and this tradition continues to live on especially in the 
rural poverty areas. The birth rate has been declining in the 
nited States as a whole since 1957, but the average births is 
still high in rural poverty areas. Persistence in continuing the 
tradition of large families is dictated through what is interpreted 
as the lack of modern technology necessary to carry on a farm 
operation, religious beliefs butressed by tradition, and the 
sanction by society of large families. Added to this burden is 
the fact that households of low-income people in rural areas often 
include several generations, partly from necessity and partly from 
cultural tradition. Rural people cling to the customs of caring 
for the old folks at home and at the same time providing a place 
to stay for friends that are in need. Then when the young adults 
and youth leave for the city in search of jobs, those who are left 
behind become even more dependent for support. The chances of 
escaping poverty or avoiding_deeper poverty or even easing their 
burdens have been reduced. This phenomenon can be partially 
attributed to the rural areas having too many old people and 
children for the working age population to support. Partly it 
is because a smaller population is spread too sparsely and cannot 
support or build strong flexible social and economic structures 
for the area. Local governments, schools, and churches die from 
the lack of support as local facilities and services continue to 
decline.6 
B. Task Force Statement on Rural Poverty Research 
5 
A report prepared by a 32-man task force of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and the State Universities and land-grant 
colleges, entitled A National Program of Research for Rural Develop-
ment and Family Living, in November of 1968 indicated the research 
needs on poverty, migration, and economic opportunity for rural 
people as being of h?,-gh priority. ? The goal of the rural poverty 
research as viewed by the task force is to provide basic information 
and guidance to policy-makers and program decision-makers in the 
urgent matter of ameliorating poverty through the development of 
rural alternatives. The research objectives as set forth by the 
task force are to locate and define rural poverty areas, to describe 
the rural families and individuals who live in poverty, and to 
6lli9.:_. , pp. 6-7. 
7united States Department of Agriculture, "Some Notes on 
Quality of Living," (Washington, D. C. : Federal Extension Service, 
June 1969), pp. 11-13. 
determine the causes and feasible solutions of rural poverty as a 
national problem. 
6 
The task force sees the research approaches that might be used 
in achieving these objectives as the development of meaningful 
basic measurement standards for the definition of poverty in various 
family, regional, and residence situations. This includes a "goods 
and services approach" as well as cost of living and subsequent 
determination of the relative extent, magnitude, and socio-economic 
attributes of rural poverty, farm and non-farm. It also sees the 
analysis of attitudes, sentiments, and beliefs concerning the 
orientation to life and to specific community institutions as 
being a necessary part of this research approach. 
More specifically, the task force lists approaches to be 
concerned with the causes and remedies of family poverty. These 
specific approaches are: first, to identify patterns of living 
of disadvantaged families and common elements in the patterns and 
life styles of those families and individuals who might give 
evidence to be upwardly mobile; secondly, to identify patterns of 
family interaction and interpersonal processes that provide dis­
advantaged and low-income families the most ability and support 
under changing technology and social unrest. 
The task force sees the potential benefits from these 
approaches coming in three ways: first identifying those who will 
be able to lift themselves out of poverty with minimum assistance 
from outside; secondly, social planning can be done on a more 
7 
realistic basis; and thirdly, social unrest, having its roots often in 
poverty and associated with family instability, may be alleviated.8 
The reasons for such concern of the rural segment in relation 
to poverty are several. First, it was estimated in 1967 that approx­
imately 14 million rural Americans were disadvantaged by low income 
and thus are an integral part of the national poverty problem. Within 
this segment, it has been estimated that nearly 10 million live in 
small towns and villages while nearly 4 million of the rural poverty 
stricken live on farms. Within the farm segment, 55 percent of all 
farm laborers and foremen and 45 percent of all farm owners and 
managers £all into this poverty group. Secondly, it cannot be known 
what the social and economic costs of poverty are, but it has been 
estimated that the loss of gross national product is between $4 
and and $6 billion. Thirdly, rural poverty has not captured the 
national attention accorded that of urban poverty because rural 
poverty is not as visible or as concentrated. This lack of visi­
bility tends to obscure the magnitude and the severity of the problem.9 
Lastly, such authors as Catherine Chilman believe that large numbers 
of the urban poverty stricken are rural immigrants migrating to the 
city in hopes �f a  solution to their problem. The outcome is to 
10 exacerbate urban problems. 
8Ibid. , p .  13. 
9National Advisory Commission, .2E.• cit., p .  13. 
10catherine S. Chilman, "The Crisis and Challenge of Low-Income 
Families in the 1960•s," Journal of Marriage and Family, XXVI 
(February 1964), pp. 39-43. 
C. General Statement of the Problem and Objectives 
8 
The Task Force statement on the need for rural research with 
the focus on defining, describing, and seeking the causes of poverty, 
.serves as the basis for the general statement of the problem of this 
study. More specifically it will be first that of delineating and 
describing a number of low-income families in a rural area. 
Secondly, to determine the extent to which one of two existing 
conceptions ( the nhomogenei ty" or "heterogeneity'') of the poverty 
segment in modern American society fits the low-income families· in 
this study. Thirdly, to present the implications of these findings 
for problems of public policy and research regarding the poor. 
The first step, as an attempt to delineate and describe this 
segment of the population, will come through the selection of a 
sample of low-income respondents from a rural area and an analysis 
of the socio-demographic characteristics possessed by these families. 
As has been pointed out previously, much of the information we have 
concerning the characteristics of poverty families in .America has 
come from studies focusing on the urban ghetto. Whether these 
characteristics are representative of the 14 million poverty 
stricken in rural America has yet to be answered. Thus the 
objective of this phase of the study is as follows: 
Ob.jective I 
To select a sample of low-income fam.ilies in Eastern 
South Dakota and to determine the characteristics of these 
families. This phase of the study will focus on those· 
characteristics considered necessary to adequately describe 
a sample of low-income families in a rural area. 
The second phase of the study will be an attempt to gain 
insig ts into the usefulness of an approach that has been used in 
classifying poverty families in America. This approach, known as 
the "Culture of Poverty," has as a major assumption the homogeneity 
of selected characteristics �ong the poor. Such characteristics 
9 
as high anomie, lack of middle class values, excessive alcoholism, 
autocratic orientation, and high family instability are but a few 
of those characteristics attributed to the poverty segment by the 
adherents of a "Culture of Poverty." It will be the main focus of 
this objective to test the applicability of the approach in under­
standing and describing the rural poor as represented in this study. 
Emphasis will be placed on seeking out the extent to which those 
characteristics attributed to the poor are to be found in this 
sample of families. The objective of this phase of the study is 
stated as follows: 
Objective II 
· iro examine the applicability of the "CUlture of Poverty" 
approach to understanding the rural poor. Emphasis will be 
placed on analyzing the extent of homogeneity of selected 
characteristics among the respondents in the sample. 
The third objective of the study hinges upon the findings of 
the second objective which is based on the applicability of the 
"Culture of Poverty" approach. An alternative approach to classi­
fying the poverty stricken has been cited in the literature as that 
of a typological approach based on heterogeneity of selected char­
acteristics .  If it be  found that the "Culture of Poverty" approach 
10 
does not serve to encompass the majority of the rural poor as 
represented by the families selected for this study, then an 
attempt will be made to analyze the data to determine the presence 
of possible poverty types within the low-income segment. If it is 
possible to determine types of families among the poor, an analysis 
of the association of selected variables with these types will be 
made. Based on the outcome of the second objective of this study, 
the third objective is presented as follows: 
Objective III 
If heterogeneity of the characteristics among the families 
is discovered, an attempt will be made to delineate possible 
poverty types within the sample of low-income families with 
the goal being that of determining the family characteristics 
associated with each type. 
The fourth objective of the study pertains to the findings of 
the previously cited objectives. This objective focuses on 
providing a set of implications derived from those findings concern-
·ing the characteristics of the low-income families as well as those 
findings relating to the two conceptions of poverty in America. 
These implications will take the form of "implications for planning 
and policy-making" and "implications for further research." The 
fourth objective is stated as follows: 
Objective IV 
Based on the findings of the first three objectives, an 
attempt will be made to present the policy and planning 
implications as well as research implications derived 
from the study of low-income families . 
11 
In swmnary the problem under study consists of first examining 
a sample of rural poverty stricken families as a means of gaining 
insights into the socio-demographic characteristics possessed by 
them. Secondly, an attempt will be made to test the applicability 
of the "Culture of Poverty" approach as a means of classifying and 
characterizing the salient features of the rural poor and thirdly, 
to focus on the possibility of poverty types within the sample and 
the association of these types to selected characteristics of the 
poor. · The fourth objective is that of deriving and presenting the 
"policy making" and "research" implications of these findings. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
A. Introduction 
The objectives of this study have demonstrated an interest in 
low-income families in rural areas. However, the bulk of the 
literature relating to this topic has been treated under the broader 
rubric of "poverty in America" with the major focus on poverty in 
the urban setting. The literature pertaining to the poverty problem 
is presented in a number of forms. First, a great deal 0£ the 
literature can be found which presents various aspects of poverty 
in "essay" form often with little or no- empirical research to 
support the generalizations offered as a means of describing the 
poverty problem. Secondly, literature can be found which has been 
based on actual empirical studies of the poor, but as has been 
pointed out previously, has been oriented toward the urban situation 
for the most part. Both forms of the extsting literature will be 
examined here in surveying existing knowledge on this topic. This 
survey will provide a basis for the construction of hypotheses. 
The following review of the literature will attempt to 
summarize that research and writing related to each of the specific 
objectives of this study. First, there will be the presentation 
of those related studies and writings which focus on providing a 
socio-demographic picture of the poor in .America. Secondly,• an 
attempt will be made to present that literature relating to the 
lJ 
"Culture of Poverty" approach to understanding poverty. Thirdly, 
that literature relating to attempts at developing typologies based 
on "heterogeneity" of the poor will be presented. 
B. Research Related to a Description of Poverty Families 
A study conducted among 92 low-income families in Syracuse, 
New York, focused on the relationship of "problem" and "stable" 
families and the relationship to being poverty stricken. Charles. B. 
Willie found in his study that the characteristics of the poverty 
stricken family, whether it be a "problem" or "stable" family, is 
related not so much to participation in a subculture but rather to 
the particular families involved. He indicates in the conclusion 
to his study that the "problem" families found among the poverty 
stricken pledge little if any allegiance to arry reference group an� 
for the most part lead an unregulated life. He points out that the 
"problem" family represents inadequate socialization for participa­
tion in society in general. However, at the same time, Willie 
indicates that while such behavior might be quite common among the 
low-income families, this should not be interpreted as being a 
product of a community value system. Rather, he sees the behavior 
exhibited by "unstable" or "problem" families· rather unique to them 
and not by any means normative behavior even among the low-income 
family segment. This would indicate that we cannot look upon the 
behavior exhibited among the problem families as repre senting the 
"Culture of Poverty" idea, but rather it must be seen as a unique 
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experience to the family rather than a normative phenomenon to be 
found among all lower class families.11 
14 
Elaine M. Burgess, in a national study of poverty families, 
gathered data concerning characteristic causes and effects of the 
dependency status. This study provides information concerning the 
crisis events that arise and contribute to this phenomenon. She 
found in her study the tendency to perpetuate poverty from one 
generation to another. This she calls the Poverty-Dependency 
Syndrome. She indicates that the vicious cycle, as it is often 
spoken of, occurred in three-fourths of all the cases that were 
examined in this study. Her measure of perpetuation was the failure 
to complete high school through two generations in the household. 
She also found that some 40 percent of those poverty families on 
relief had also come from families where there was some form of 
public aid being received. She concluded that in over two-fifths 
of the sample, at least three generations were dependent on some 
type of assistance P!ograms. She sees as the problem the tendency 
of present welfare systems to be self-perpetuating rather than 
attempting to solve the cultural and economical deprivations 
� experienced by these people. 
11charles Willie and Janet Weinandy, "The Structure and 
Composition of Problem and Stable Families in a Low-Income 
Population, " Marriage and Family Living, IlV (November 1936) , 
pp. 439-446 . 
12 Elaine Burgess, "Poverty and Dependency: Some Selected 
Characteristics , "  Journal of Social Issues, IlI (January 1965 ) ,  
pp . 79-97 . 
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Seung Gyu Moon and Glenn C. McCann conducted a study in North 
Carolina focusing on residential mobility in low-income areas. 
They found that such characteristics as age, length of residence, 
size of farm, farm income, and sex of household head were related 
to residential mobility. They also found that such variables as 
occupation, level of living, social participation, family size, 
and education of the household head were not significantly related 
to the residential mobility of the low-income family.13 
.Alvin L. Bertrand, in a study of factors associated with 
school attendance, has found that one of those characteristics 
associated with school dropouts is that of membership in the lower 
socio-economic class. Bertrand also found in his study that parents 
with low incomes tend to place a lower value on education than do 
non-poverty stri�ken parents. He makes the point, however, that 
even though 92 percent of the non-poverty stricken families placed 
a high value on education, 60 percent of the low-income parents also 
placed a high value on education. The evidence set forth by 
Bertrand indicates that even though the proportion of low-income 
persons valuing education is somewhat less than that of non-poverty 
stricken families, still the majority would place a high value in 
d t . 14 e uca ion. 
13seung Gyu Moon and Glenn C. Mccann, "Factors Associated with 
Residential Mobility in a Low-Income Area, " ( Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the Rural Sociological Society, August 1964), 
pp. 5-6 . 
14Alvin L. Bertrand and Marion B. Simth, "Environmental Factors 
and School Attendance, " Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin .N.£. 
,2Jl, (Louisiana State University, May 1960) ,  pp. 20-2J. 
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Philip G. Olson, in a study of a rural community in Indiana, 
has found one of the characteristics to be associated with motiva­
tions toward job mobility and residential migration to be the lower 
income people. He relates to the variable such characteristics as 
farm tendency or ownership, community attitudes, education, and farm 
and non-farm residence. Olson found in his study that the highly 
mobile rural families were in the age group J0-40 years of age, tend 
to be found in a medium social status, tend to be farm tenants or 
are to be found in unskilled occupations. At the same time, Olson 
points out that those individuals of extremely low social status 
tend to be less prone to residential mobility and occupational 
mobility. 15 
A study entitled Peninsula People by Harold M. Hodges attempts 
to look at characteristics related to various strata within a group 
of two thousand households found in the peninsula area near San 
Francisco. Although not specifically oriented to the poverty 
stricken, Hodges does point out some of those characteristics most 
commonly found among the lower class which account for 20 percent of 
his sample. He indicates in his descriptive analysis of the lower 
class such characteristics as being distrustful of others, char­
acterized by despair, and pessimism. He points out that apathy and 
withdrawal are very- common characteristics of these people. The 
lower-lower class as described by Hodges sees the future to be 
15Philip G .  Olson, " Job Mobility and Migration , " Agricult�ral 
Ex: eriment Station Bulletin No. 08 , (Lafayette , Indiana: Indiana 
State University , November 19 0 ,  p. 12 . 
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bleak and hopeless and feel that little if aeything can be done to 
avert the inevitable. Other findings included a high degree of 
authoritarianism as well as such characteristics as sporadic and 
lllB.rginal employment, poor and inadequate housing, and possession of 
a set of values which are "inherited" and perpetuated by previous 
generations and which are at odds with middle class values.16 
A study done by Colgan H. Bryan among the rural impoverished 
in the Mississippi Delta has dealt with the correlates of propensity 
for change among the poverty people. Bryan selects as a basis for · 
his study 1246 families, 65 percent of which are in a poverty 
category. 0� the subject of the propensity to change or the 
propensity of these individuals to accept retraining as a possible 
solution to their predicament, Bryan offers the following findings. 
Those socio-demographic variables found to be related to a high 
propensity for change are: younger age of household head, male sex, 
small household size, more education. Those variables which showed 
no relationship to a propensity to change were marital status, the 
degree of pover�y, the residence whether it be town or farm, and the 
extent of fatalism as measured through the Srole scale. Bryan 
states that the reasons given for not taking advantage of retraining 
were : old age, poor health, lack of interest, children too small 
and needed to be cared for, educational deficiencies, and the burden 
16Harold M. Hodges, Jr. and W. Clayton Lane, Social Stratii'i­
cation, ( Cambridge: Schenkman Publishing Co. , Inc. , 1968 ) ,  pp. 
5-30. 
of care for disabled persons.17 
C. Research Related to the Culture of Poverty Hypothesis 
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A second major concern 0£ this study is to examine a concept 
currently being used to characterize the poverty stricken in 
America. A number of writers have attempted to shed light on this 
invisible segment of  society through the use of the term "Culture 
of Poverty" and its applicability to understanding the way of life 
of the poverty stricken. Such men as Franklin Frazer, Daniel 
Moynihan, Nathan Glazer, Walter Miller, . David Matza, and Oscar 
Lewis support the notion of a "Culture of Poverty" being found within 
the larger society. On the other hand, such men as Kenneth Clark, 
Thomas Glaswin, Eliot Liebow, Charles Valentine, and Jack Roach 
have spoken out against the use of the term " Culture of Poverty" 
due to its deceptive qualities. 
The debate which ranges over the use of the "Culture of Poverty" 
concept relates to a crucial question in understanding the problem 
of poverty in .America. To accept the "Culture of Poverty" concept 
in the fullest sense assumes that a large segment of American 
society is autonomous and upholds a value system quite different 
than that of .America in general, particularly that of the middle 
class. It assumes that this group in society has removed itself 
or has been removed  to the extent that it can no longer be seen as 
17colgan Hobs on Bryan , "Breaking the Poverty Cycle : An 
Investigation Into the Correlates of Propensity for Change Among 
the Rural Impoverished in the Mississippi Delta, " (unpublished 
Ph. D. dissertation, Department of Sociology-, Louisiana State 
University, May 1968) . 
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a part of the larger society, but rather a separate culture with its 
own value system, its own way of life separate from that of society 
as a whole. If a separate culture does exist, then a number of 
questions must be asked. Does one look to and within the poverty 
segment of America for the cause of this phenomenon, or does one look 
to society in general for solutions? Dependent upon the presence or 
absence of a culture of poverty, the focus for solutions will have 
to be altered. If there is a case for the existence of a separate 
culture, then those programs designed to alleviate poverty based on 
a value structure of society in general must be redesigned in such a 
form as to appeal to the value system characteristic of this separate 
entity. However , on the other hand, if this culture of poverty were 
not found to exist among all or even the majority of poverty stricken, 
then such programs as have been d�signed should be expected to be of 
some value in reference to this problem. A discussion of the the­
oretical implications of this debate will be presented in a later 
chapter under the theoretical orientation for the study. 
One of the major criticisms that can be ranged toward either 
side of the culture of poverty debate is the lack of empirical 
evidence to support either stand. The major source of evidence 
used as a basis for the assumption of homogeneity through the 
"Culture of Poverty" approach has been census data, statistical 
reports of social service agencies, police and court records, and 
case histories. The representativeness of such data raises 
questions as to the ability to generalize such findings to the 
poverty segment as a whole. 
A number of books and articles have been written concerning 
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those homogeneous characteristics to be found among the members of 
the culture of poverty. Catherine S. Chilm.an in an article 
concerning low income families in 1960 characterizes the low income 
family as possessing large numbers of children, being aged, single, 
being rural or having been rural immigrants, lacking high school 
education, unemployed or underemployed, and possessing poor housing. 18 
Lola Irelan in an article entitled "Low Income Outlook on Life" 
characterizes the poor in .America as being powerless, deprived, and 
insecure. She sees their lives as u.npatterned, unpredictable, 
pessimistic and meaningless. 19 Jerry Cohen supports Irelan's work 
a s  he characterizes the poor in America with anxiety, pervasiveness 
of the pleasure principle, immediate impulse gr�tification, shame, 
20 and inadequacy leading to hostile aggressions. 
Michael Harrington in his book, The Other America, attempts to 
characterize the poverty stricken also with a set of homogeneous 
characteristics. They are rigid, suspicious, fatalistic, and 
present-oriented. They are prone to depression, feelings of 
18 Chilman, op. cit. , PP• 39-43. 
19Lola Irelan and Arthur Besner, "Low Income Outlook on Life," 
Welfare Respondents, III, ( September 1965) , pp. 13-19. 
20 Jerome Cohen, "Social Work and the Culture of Poverty,", Social 
�, IX, ( January 1964) , pp. 3-11. 
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futility, lack of belongingness and friendliness, lack of trust in 
th d . .  t ·  d . 21 o ers, an are pessimis ic an very insecure. 
Others who have been cited as contributing to the culture of 
poverty concept have been such men as Franklin E. Frazier in his 
book, The Negro Family in America, 22 Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. 
Moynihan's Beyond the Melting Pot, 23 Moynihan's book, The Negro 
Family: A Case for National Action, 24 Oscar Lewis and his work 
with the poverty stricken in Mexico, 25 and Walter Miller ' s  work 
26 with lower class culture. 
-Elizabet� Herzog has attempted to summarize those characteris­
tics both social and psychological, which have been attributed to 
this large segment of society known as the "Culture of Poverty. " 
Drawing from such writers as Frazier, Glazer, Moynihan, Miller, 
2¾ti.chael Harrington, The Other America, (New York: MacMillan 
Company, 1962) , pp. 130-133. 
22Franklin E. Frazier, The Ne ro Famil States, 
( Chicago: University of Chicago Press, rev. 
23Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan, Beyond the Melting Pot, 
( Cambridge: M. I. T. Press, 1963). 
24Daniel P. Moynihan, "The Negro Family: The Case for National 
Action, " (Washington: United States Department of Labor, 196.5) .  
25oscar Lewis, Five Families: Mexican Case Studies in the 
Culture of Poverty, (New York: Basic Books, Inc. , 1959 ) .  
26walter B. Miller, "Lower Class Culture as a Generating 
Millieu of Gang Delinquency, " Journal of Social Issues, XIV, 
( 19.58 ) ,  pp . 5-19. 
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Matza, and Oscar Lewis, she sets forth those characteristics found 
representative of the members of the poverty segment: 
Underemployment and/or employment in undesirable occupations 
Extensive borrowing 
Residence in overcrowded dwellings 
Possessing lower levels of health 
More inclined to excessive drinking 
More likely to have less education 
Tend to be more authoritarian, intolerant, and prejudicial 
Tend to be resigned to fatalism and resignation 
Tend to be more subject to anomie 
Tend t·o be distrustful of authority 
Tend to have less belief in control over their own destinies 
Tend to be present oriented not future oriented 
Tend to lack middle-class values 
Tend to be characterized with family instability27 
D. Research Utilizing the Typological Approach to Poverty 
A second approach has been set forth in contrast to the "Culture 
of Poverty" idea as a means of understanding and describing the 
poverty stricken in America. This second approach has been sup­
ported by such writers as Kenneth Clark in his book entitled Dark 
28 Ghetto , Thomas Gladwin in his article , "The Anthropologist's View 
27Elizabeth Herzog , "Some Assumptions About the Poor, " The 
Social Service Review , XX.XVII , ( December 1963 ) , pp . 389-402 . 
28 Kenneth B. Clark , Dark Ghetto , ( New York : Harper and Row , 
Inc. , 1965) .  
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of Poverty, .. 29 Eliot Liebow's book entitled Tally's Corner, 30 
as well as Charles Valentine's book Culture and Poverti31 and Jack 
Roach's article entitled "An Evaluation of the Concept Culture of 
Poverty. "32 
Charles Valentine provides a somewhat representative view of 
those who oppose the utilization of the "Culture of Poverty" concept 
in understanding poverty in America. Valentine says: 
It seems obvious that this model • • •  constitutes the 
chief conceptual underpinning for dominant public policy 
initiatives, preeminently the war on poverty. In this 
respect, the influence of this conception is profoundly 
pernicious, unless one adopts a position that the worse 
relations become between the rest of society, the more 
likely it is that constructive change will come about. 
The basic message of this approach to the poor is that 
only after they have become conventionally respectable 
can they hope for a chance to leave poverty behind them. 
As virtually every good sized city in the country becomes 
a battlefield from time to time through the 1960 1 s, it 
should become apparent that this approach does not work 
because its intellectual foundation is a woeful distor-
· tion. The social work solution has been given a new 
rationale in terms of culture, but the policies have 
clearly failed and their intellectual justifications 
could hardly have been more thoroughly discredited. 33 
29Thomas Gladwin, ttThe Anthropologist's View of Poverty, " The 
Social Welfare Forum, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1961;. 
JOEliot Liebow, Tally's Corner, (Boston: Little Brown & Co. , 
1967 ) .  
31charles A.  Valentine, Culture and Poverty, (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Pres s ,  1963) .  
32Jack L. Roach, Social Stratification in the United States, 
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J . :  Prentice-Hall, Inc. , 1969 ) ,  pp . 202-213. 
33valentine, _o..._p._c_i_t. ,  pp . 144-145. 
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Since the presence or absence of homogeneity as assumed under 
the Culture of Poverty theme has a direct bearing upon the solutions 
to poverty, it is of crucial importance that such empirical research 
be undertaken. A number of attempts have been made in understanding 
the d�ferentiation or heterogeneity among the poverty segment 
through the use of a typological approach . 
Hollingshead and Redlich in their study entitled "Social Class 
and Mental Illness" set up five classes of families whereby they 
attempt to bring forth the associated characteristics with each . 
The class V families, those within the bottom strata, were char­
acte�ized by four types of families . The first of these, the 
"nuclear families, " were those where the father, mother, and 
children were still united. This accounted for 44 percent of the 
total families studied. The "Generation Stem family, " char­
acterized by several generations brought together in the same 
household, accounted for 23 percent of their sample. The third 
type, which accounts for 18 percent of the families in this class, 
was known as the "Broken Home" whereby one or the other parent was 
absent due to divorce, desertion, or separation . The fourth type 
of family found within class V and which accounted for 11 percent 
of the families was that one-parent situation where the absence 
was due to death . 34 
34August B. Hollingshead and F .  C .  Redlich, Social Class and 
Mental Illness, (New York : John Wiley and Sons, 1958) , pp . 212-
217. 
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Richard G. Stuby in an unpublished manuscript entitled "A  
Family Structure Approach to the Analysis of Poverty, " attempts to 
develop a typology to delineate the various forms of poverty that 
exist. He states that since current definitions of poverty are 
based on family size and income, it is necessary to approach research 
on the topic of poverty from the standpoint of the family. Stuby 
sets forth two general typologies : the nuclear family and the 
extended family. These two major typologies are further divided 
into subtypes. The nuclear family is divided into the nuclear­
conjugal and the nuclear-broken. The extended family is divided 
into the horizontally-extended, the vertically-extended, and the 
two-way�extended. Stuby sees a necessity ·to incorporate within the 
typology the family cycle distin�tion whereby five stages are set 
forth in an attempt to better gain sights into unique problems 
encountered at the various stages by family type. These stages are 
as follows : 
The pre-children stage 
The pre-school children stage 
The school children stage 
The mature children stage 
The empty-nest stage35 
35Richard G .  Stuby, "A Family Structure Approach to the 
Analysis of Poverty," ( Unpublished manuscript : Department of 
Sociology, Pennsylvania State University, 1968 ) .  
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Stephen L. Schensul, in a survey of three rural communities 
located in north central Minnesota, has contributed to the knowledge 
of poverty through his application of the typological approach to 
poverty in . a rural setting. His findings indicate a "Twilight zone 
of poverty" whereby residents in these connnunities fall within the 
poverty definition, but _ yet reflect a style of life not usually 
thought to be characteristic of the poor. The conclusion drawn 
from the study is that the poverty-nonpoverty dichotomy- cannot be 
utilized in our attempts to characterize the rural poor; rather, 
one must view the poverty stricken in rural America as falling 
along points of a continuum. 36 
Ralph J. Ramsey in a bulletin entitled "Forms and Scope of 
Poverty in Kentucky" develops a typology of the poverty family on 
the basis of handicapping characteristics. The five types as set 
forth by Ramsey are based on the characteristics of age, sex, color, 
and residence of the family household head. He finds in his analy­
sis that the majority of low income families are characterized with 
no handicapping factors present, meaning that the household heads 
were under 65 ,  male, nonfarm, and white. The second most common 
family found in the low income category were household heads under 
65 , male, white, and living on farms. 37 
36stephen L. Schensul, J. Anthony Paredes, and Pertti J. 
Pelto, "The Twilight Zone of Poverty: A New Perspective of an 
Economically Depressed Area, " Human Organization, XXVII, ( Spring, 
1968 ) ,  pp. 30-40. 
37Ralph H. Ramsey, "Forms and Scope of Poverty in Kentucky, " 
Resource Development Series No. 10, (Agricultural Experiment Station, 
University of Kentucky, 1967) . 
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John Kenneth Galbraith sees poverty as falling into two broad 
types: those families characterized by peculiar circumstances 
known as "case poverty" which has led them into this situation, and 
those islands of poverty whereby large blocks of persons are typed 
as poor due primarily to en�ronmental circumstances rather than 
any peculiar quality of the family or its members. 38 
S. M. Miller attempts to divide the poverty stricken into four 
categories on the basis of family stability and economic security. 
He contends that since the Federal Government has proceeded in their 
definition of poverty with the two variables--the family and income, 
we must go further in revising this definition to take into account 
variations in these two variables. He sees the poverty stricken in 
America as possessing the four combinations of these two variables: 
stable family and economically secure, unstable family and economi­
cally secure, stable family and economic instability, and unstable 
family and economically insecure. He attempts to set forth those 
features which he feels are characteristic of each of these four 
types.39 
E. Summary of Poverty Literature 
In sUlDDlary, it has been found that the literature pertaining 
to poverty in America has been urban oriented and often in "essay" 
38John Kenneth Galbraith, The Affluent Society, ( New York : 
Mentor Books, Inc. , 1958 ) ,  pp. 252-254. 
39s. M. Miller, "The American Lower Class: A Typological 
Approach," Social Research, XXXI, ( 1964),  pp. 1-22 . 
form. Descriptive studies provide a picture of the poor as 
possessing such characteristics as family instability, poor 
socialization of children, little allegiance to groups outside 
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the family, and unregulated lives. Other characteristics have come 
in the form of the tendency to perpetuate poverty from generation 
to generation, low levels of education, and high participation in 
welfare assistance programs. 
Two studies contradict each other in regard to residential 
mobility: one indicated families of low social status to be less 
prone to move, whereas another indicated high mobility for low­
income families. Similarly, two studies have disagreed on the 
value placed on education by low-income families. Other studies 
indicate low-income families to be distrustful of outsiders, 
characterized by despair, pessimism, withdrawal, and authoritarian­
ism. In reference to housing and employment, studies indicate 
sporadic and marginal employment as well as poor and inadequate 
housing to be typical. Such factors as age, health, and educational 
deficiencies have been cited as reasons for not desiring retraining 
opportunities among the poor. 
Research relating to the "Culture of Poverty" theme portray the 
poverty segment in a homogeneous manner designating many of the 
above characteristics to be found throughout the poverty segment of 
America. Elizabeth Herzog has attempted to set forth those char­
acteristics found by proponents of the "Culture of Poverty" theme 
as being found homogeneously throughout this segment. 
29 
Literature pertaining to the typological approaches with the 
assumptions of heterogeneity have indicated such characteristics 
previously designated as being found among the low-income segment, 
but not in a homogeneous form. Proponents of the typological 
approach indicate findings which refute homogeneity of the char­
acteristics and provide poverty types which may be used in best 
understanding the extent of heterogeneity which does exist among 
the poor . 
F .  General Hypotheses 
The review of previous research and literature concerning 
poverty in America serves as the basis for the general hypotheses 
of this study. In turn, these hypotheses will provide the format 
for the presentation of the descriptive overview of the low-income 
families involved in this study as well as setting the stage for 
examining the applicability of the "Culture of Poverty-" approach 
as a means of understanding poverty stricken families in rural 
areas. 
No attempt will be made at this time to set forth specific 
research hypotheses relating to each variable, but rather these 
research hypotheses will be integrated into the analysis of each 
variable in the appropriate chapters. 
With reference to the first objective of this study relating 
to a description of the socio-demographic characteristics possessed 
by a sample of rural low-income families , it is hypothesized that : 
Hypothesis I 
That major findings of previous research concerning socio­
demographic characteristics of the poor will be supported 
by the data from the sample of rural low-income families 
in this study. 
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With reference to the second objective of the study focused on 
the " Culture of Poverty" approach to understanding the poverty 
families and its assumptions of homogeneity , it is hypothesized 
that : 
Hypothesis II 
Those family characteristics deemed essential to the 
' Culture of Poverty concept will not be found to be 
distributed homogeneously throughout the low-income 
families selected as a sample for this study. 
Concerning the third objective based on an assumption of 
heterogeneity through the typological approach as opposed to the 
assumption of homogeneity, it is hypothesized that : 
Hypothesis III 
The Culture of Poverty hypothesis with the assumptions of 
homogeneity will not be supported and that a number of 
poverty types with associated characteristics will be 





The objectives of this study indicate a focus on describing 
the poor as well as analyzing the applicability of several approaches 
to understanding rural poverty. In order to test the hypotheses 
developed from these objectives, it was necessary to select a sample 
of the population and to design an instrument which would provide an 
overall picture of the characteristics possessed by the rural low­
income families. The following sections of this chapter are 
intended to provide the means by which this will be accomplished. 
After delineating a sample _of low-income families, the first 
objective of this study, that of providing a socio-demographic 
description of these families, will be accomplished. Chapter IV 
will present the findings of this endeavor. 
Chapter V will be devoted to setting the stage for the accom­
plishment of the second and third objectives of the study through 
presenting the theoretical framework necessary for testing the 
applicability of the two classification systems. The third 
objective, that of analyzing the appropriateness of the "Culture 
of Poverty" classification scheme in understanding rural poverty, 
will be covered in Chapter VI. Following this will be Chapter VII 
devoted to a typological classification scheme in search of possible 
poverty types among the sample of rural low-income families. 
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Chapter VIII is devoted to providing a summary to the findings 
of the three major phases of the study. This is followed by a final 
chapter based on the fourth objective of the study and more specifi­
cally provides a set of conclusions and implications based on the 
findings of the research. 
B. Selection of the Sample 
After the selection of the research problem and objectives, a 
question arose as to how to identify and locate a sample of rural 
low-income families. Several alternatives were contemplated. First, 
a sample of the total population might have been taken whereby one 
could select out those families fitting a definition of poverty. 
This would have been a costly means of studying only one segment 
of the population. Also, this segment might not be randomly 
distributed throughout the population and would serve as a means 
of gathering data from only a few cases. Since the objectives 
were oriented towar4 providing a description and analysis of the 
poverty families, it was decided that a more efficient means must 
be used to locate these people for interviewing. For this reason 
a second alternative , that of utilizing local C�mm.unity Action 
Program food commodity recipients , was chosen which would yield 
only low-income families as a basis for the study. 
Through the cooperative efforts of a local Community Action 
Program Office, the second alternative for identifying the poverty 
families was realized. Access to the records of a local Community 
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Action Program Office enabled the researcher to gain data on 191 
low-income families representing 628 dependents located in an 
Eastern South Dakota county. The records yielded information such 
as names , addresses , size of family, family income , and assets and 
debts for the program parti�ipants which permitted an examination 
of three types of families included in the commodity program. 
The Community Action Program Food Commodity Recipients :  The 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 consisted of seven titles loosely . 
tying together a wide range of old and new programs to combat 
poverty. One of these titles , Title II-A , authorized the creation 
of the Community Action Programs ( CAP) , developed with the osten­
sible purpose of stimulating local communities · to take the initi­
ative in developing programs and mobilizing their resources in a 
coordinated manner for a broadly based long-range attack on poverty. 
As a major incentive to organize programs , the communities were 
offered up to 90 percent Federal financing with the inclusion of a 
40 concept requiring maximum feasible participation of the poor . 
Through the initiation of CAP agencies at the local level, various 
programs in the form of food commodities , Head Start, and senior 
citizen groups have been initiated among the low-income segment . 
Using a definition set forth by the Social Security Administration, 
the Office of Economic Opportunity has selected as a basis for 
4°Kramer , Ralph M. , Participation of the Poor , ( Englewood · 
Cliffs ,  New Jersey :  Prentice-Hall , Inc. , 1969) , pp. 1-2. 
participation in the various programs a combination of several 
variables in the form of family income, residence, size of family, 
and liquid assets. A family is considered to be in poverty if the 
income of the family inadequately provides for their subsistence. 
The level of income necessary for surviving on a minimum diet with 
none of the amenities of prosperity has been determined by the 
Social Security Administration for families of varying size and 
-- 41 rural-urban residence. The monthly income criteria for eligibility 





















*An additional $50 . 00 for each member over ten in number is 
allowable. 
Liquid Asset Limitations--Allowable liquid assets are $1, 000. 00 
for an individual, $2, 000. 00 for a family of two, and an added 
$,300. 00 for each additional member of a family over two in number. 
Income--Income is defined as gross income including assistance 
grants less mandato;t'Y deductions such as Federal and State income 
taxes, OASI deduction, and deductions for pension retirement funds, 
41office of Economic Opportunity, "Eligibility Standards for 
Non-Assistance Households," Office of Economic O ortunit Series 
III, (Washington, D. C. : No. 12B-15, November, 19 8 .  
if not elective on the part of the employee. Income of the self­
employed is the amount remaining after the cost of earning the 
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income has been deleted from gross receipts. Liquid assets include 
cash, savings accounts ,  bank accounts , time certification of deposit , 
stocks , bonds , or any other _ negotiable readily convertible to cash . 
Residence--Residence as it is used in the definition of poverty 
follows generally the United States Census Bureau definition of 
urban, rural non-farm , and rural farm. Urban residence consists of 
those places with a population of 2500 inhabitants or more . Rural 
non-farm refers to those places under 2500 population , and rural­
farm refers to the remaining population living outside of urban or 
rural non-farm residence . It has been determined by the Office o� 
Economic Opportunity that persons residing in the rural-farm segment 
can earn 15 percent less than those residing in non-farm and urban 
areas and yet maintain an equivalent level of living. Therefore, 
the amount necessary for rural farm families to qualify as being in 
a poverty status would be approximately 15 percent below those 
guidelines listed previously.42 
Definition of Family--The Office of Economic Opportunity 
utilizes the term "family" in such a way that a single-member 
household , a broken family,  or the intact family are all considered 
under this one heading . For purposes of this study, the term 
42united States Department of Commerce , Current Population 
Re orts : Review in Povert Statistics . 1 -1 68 , (Washington, 
D. C . : Series P-23 , No . 28 , August 12 , 19 9 . 
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"family" will be used in this same manner. 
Three Categories of Food Commodity Recipients : Participants in the 
Community Action Program are placed into one of three categories 
based on their status in relationship to public welfare. The first 
of these categories consists of what is called the " Social Security" 
families , whereby the recipient household head receiving food 
commodities, presently receives an income through Social Security. 
The income received through this means plus outside income is not 
adequate to provide the recipient ' s  family with the necessary mini­
mum subsistence. 
The second category of participants in the program are those 
families who are receiving public assistance through the county 
welfare department. These families are known as "Public Assistance" 
families and can be characterized as being enrolled in such programs 
as Aid to Dependent Children , Aid to the Blind , and Aid to the 
Disabled. The income received through public assistance programs 
again combined with outside income is below that level necessary 
for a minimum subsistence a ccording to the poverty definition. 
The third category of recipients, tl ..., "Low Income" family , is 
the group which receives neither public assistance nor social security . 
The income , if any, received in the household of the "Low Income" 
family is of such an amount that they also qualify as re cipients of 
the various CAP programs. 
After an analysis of the 191 families in these three categories 
for the one county , it was determined that the "Public Assistance" 
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family tended to represent an average of approximately 61 years of 
age, primarily female household head, and representing an average 
size family of about two individuals. The " Social Security" families 
represented in the CAP pr ogram had an average age of about 71 years, 
an average size household of about two individuals, and again a high 
proportion of female household heads . The third category, that of 
the "Low-Income" families, represented an average age of about 36 
years, primarily male household heads, and an average size family 
of about five individuals. 
Selection of the Study Sample : Due to limited time and financial 
support, a decision had to be made as to which of the three cate­
gories discussed would be selected for study. · Of the three cate­
gories, it was believed that the "Low-Income" category best 
reflected the most normal distribution of age, household charac­
teristics, and those problems most commonly dealt with and 
experienced by those in the poverty stricken segment of the 
population. 
In order to increase the total number of cases and yet attempt 
to focus on the "Low-Income11 families, it was deemed necessary to 
go outside the local county and expand the nuniber of cases to gain 
a broader perspective of characteristics of these people. Through 
the cooperation of the Inter-Lakes Community Action Program Office , 
which serves as a coordinating agency for a five-county CAP area , 
this proposed research project was accepted and , at the same time, 
an offer was made by the agency for full cooperation and assistance 
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from CAP personnel. 
The five-county Inter-Lakes CAP area represents three counties 
presently involved in the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Food Commodity Distribution Program while the other two 
counties are presently involved with the Food Stamp Program. It 
was decided that the research effort would be focused on the three 
counties utilizing the commodity program in order to control any 
differences due to type of program. Limiting the study to the 
"Low-Income" type of families in the three counties under investi­
gation yielded 126 low-income families as a basis for the research 
investigation.43 
Sample Counties Compared to the United States: The Office of 
Economic Opportunity, as a part of their Comm.unity Profile Project, 
have compared the characteristics of each of the 3135 counties in 
the United States.44 The three counties under consideration compare 
43of the 152 "Low-Income" families on the commodities program 
in the three counties there were 26 married college student families 
at the time. It was felt in consultation with the Community Action 
Program Director that the 26 families do not necessarily reflect the 
same type of poverty which would be experienced by the 126 other 
£s.milies. It was decided that the poverty represented by the 26 
students reflected a temporary situation and could possibly distort 
the findings in such a way so as to not lend a true picture of the 
poverty stricken in this three county area. It was for this reason 
that the 26 cases were dropped from the investigation leaving a 
total research number of 126 cases in the low-income family category. 
44office of Economic Opportunity, "Community Profile Project: 
Brookings County, Kingsbury County, Moody County, South Dakota, " 
(Washington, D. C . : Office of Economic Opportunity Information . 
Center, 1967 ).  
to the national norms in the following ways. The Federal Govern­
ment, for example, has indicated that approximately 22 percent of 
the families in these three counties can be designated as being 
within the poverty segment. This compares quite closely with the 
23 percent median for all counties in the United States. The 
median family income for . the three counties ranged from $4188 to 
$5100. Again this compares quite closely to the United States 
county average of $4630. The Level of Living Index reflected a 
higher score for the three counties as compared to the national 
average of 100 in that the range for the three county area was 
between 114 and 124. 
Demographic Features of the Three Counties: Concerning the 
demographic characteristics of the three counties, two counties 
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are characterized as being rural in that there are no incorporated 
places over 2500 population within them. One county is charac­
terized with an urban center which accounted for approximately 53 
percent of its population in 1960. During the decade 1950-1960, 
two of the counties experienced increases in population ranging 
from 1 to 6 percent. All three counties, however, did not come up 
to the average county gain of 8. 8 percent at a national level. All 
three counties experienced net out-migration ranging from 5 to 22 
percent of their 1950 population. 
In reference to community health facilities, two of the th�ee 
counties ranked lower than the average for all counties in the 
United States in the number of doctors per capita. A ratio of 
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physicians per 100, 000 persons reveals a range of 44 to 66 doctors 
per 100, 000 persons in the three counties. The national ratio is 
that of 143 doctors per 100, 000 persons. 
In regard to housing, a basic indicator of housing adequacy 
for an area is the percentage of housing units which are not 
dilapidated or deteriorated and contain plumbing facilities. It 
was estimated in 1960 that 74 percent of all dwelling units in the 
United States were adequate. The three counties under study 
reflected a range of from 50 to 62 percent adequate, reflecting an 
increase in adequacy since 1950 when the range was from 27 to 40 
percent. The "sufficiency of housing" index, defined as the average 
number of persons per room, ranged slightly above the national 
� average of 1. 01 persons per room. 
The level of educational achievement and facilities in the 
communities is an indicator of socio-economic status. The median 
school years completed for the three counties ranged from 9. 8 to 
11. 9 years in 1960. Two of the three coupties are below the 
national median of 10. 6 years, whereas the third county is above 
the national median. The functional illiteracy rate, the percentage 
of population having failed to complete over 4 _years of schooling 
in 1960, ranged far below that of the national norms of about 8 
percent with a range of approximately two to three percent for the 
three counties . 
Concerning the proportion of local government expenditures · 
utilized for education, there was a range from $23 to $879 per 
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capita within the three county area. One county had a per capita 
expenditure more than 8 times that of the national average of $100. 
This can be accounted for primarily by the presence of a federally 
financed and operated educational institution for Indians. 
Study Counties Compared with the State of South Dakota: The Office 
of Economic Opportunity estimated in 1966 that the State of South 
Dakota contained about 167, 100 families, 29, 000 of which were 
45 considered poor in that they had annual incomes of under $3, 000. 
This accounted for approximately 18 percent of all families in the 
State of South Dakota. At the same time, the Office of Economic 
Opportunity estimated similar data for the three counties under 
study. The first of the three counties contained 4,705 families 
in 1966 of which 1263 or 27 percent were considered poor according 
to this definition. A second county had an estimated 2256 families 
of which 506 or about 22 percent were poor. The third county had 
an estimated 2442 families of which 522 or 21 percent were considered 
poor. When comparing the three counties and the State of South 
Dakota to the national average, all four cases were above the 
national average of 15. l  percent of all families in poverty. 
Summary: In summary the three county sample area yielded 126 low-
income families based on the Community Action Program's definition 
of the "Low-Income" type of families in their food commodity program. 
45Toid. , p. CP-006. 
The three counties selected for study ranged somewhat below the 
national average in regard to income, population gain, health 
facilities, and educational level . On the other hand, the three 
counties generally ranged above the national average in regard 
to housing sufficiency, level of living, housing adequacy, per 
capita expenditures for education, out-migration of population, 
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and proportion of families earning less than $3, 000 annually. As 
compared to the State of South Dakota the three counties generally 
reflected a higher proportion of families under $3, 000 annual income 
than was true for the state as a whole. 
C. The Selection and Design of the Research Instrument 
It was decided that the instrument to be utilized in eliciting 
the information sought for this study could be best obtained 
through the use of an interview schedule. The decision to utilize 
the interview schedule over and against the questionnaire was made 
for several reasons. First, there was a question as to the extent 
of the education among the low-income respondents and the extent 
to which they might understand a questionnaire requiring extended 
written responses . Secondly, it was felt that the use of an 
interview schedule might help in maintaining the interest of the 
respondents through the numerous questions and sections for which 
we anticipated obtaining information. Thirdly, it was felt that 
the types of persons that we would be dealing with might be more 
willing and able to cooperate if they could provide the information 
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orally rather than write the answers to the numerous questions 
involved. Finally, it was thought that the interview was a more 
appropriate technique for revealing information about complex, 
emotionally-laden subjects such as family problems, present-future 
orientation, and the extent _ to which they felt left out of society. 
Also, it would facilitate eliciting information concerning personal 
property which the respondents might consider as a check of their 
eligibility for participation in the poverty programs. 
The Interview Schedule: The interview schedule was designed in such 
a way as to provide information on a number of relevant topics.46 
The first section of the interview schedule was designed to gather 
face data concerning such characteristics as age, sex, residence, 
residential mobility, home ownership, education, and size of family. 
The second section of the interview schedule was designed to elicit 
level of living characteristics of the families. This information 
also provided a basis for developing an isolation index and measure 
of socio-economic status to be used in the later analytical phases 
of the study. 
The third section of the interview schedule was designed to 
provide information concerning the occupational characteristics of 
the family members. This information would provide a basis of 
describing the rural low-income families in phase I of the study 
as well as serve as a measure of the perpetuation of poverty to be 
46see Appendix III for interview schedule. 
utilized in the analytical stage. The fourth section of the inter­
view schedule was devoted to gaining an insight into the health 
status of the low-income families. Other questions concerning the 
costs of medicine and medical attention, insurance, and sources of 
outside help for such illnesses were included in this section. 
The fifth part of the schedule was designed as a means of 
gaining an insight into family values and orientations. Also in­
cluded were measures of present-future orientation, the extent of 
anomie, attitudes toward education and the extent of authoritarianism 
possessed by the household head. A portion of this section was also 
devoted to gaining a measure of the extent of stability and insta­
bility within the family. 
The last section of the interview schedule was designed to 
gain insights into attitudes and knowledge concerning a specific 
program sponsored by the Community Action Agency, more specifically 
the Head Start program. This information, not incorporated as a 
part of this study, is to be used by a fella� researcher in an 
attempt to analyze the effectiveness of this program. Much of the 
face data and a number of the indexes utilized in this study will 
also be incorporated as a part of the research oriented toward the 
Head Start program. 
D. The Pretest 
A pretest of the interview schedule was made among a group of 
26 families in and around the three county area under study. 
Fifteen of the pretest interviewees were poverty level families 
living in the three c ounty area but outside the "Low-Income" seg­
ment selected for the final survey. These fifteen families were 
receiving commodities but were classified within the "Public 
Assistance" category of the Community Action Program. 
A second group of eleven residents in a small rural community 
outside the study area was also used in the pretest . These 
families were selected randomly within the community on the basis 
of the physical appearance of the household with the assumption 
that external appearance may be an indicator of below poverty 
status . 
A total of 26 interview schedules was completed with no 
refusals and only two of the families had changed residence since 
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the original listing several months before. The responsdent reaction 
indicated a number of ambiguities in the use of words and statements 
such as "fads and frills in education, "  "toleration of people, "  and 
"luck in determining one ' s  life chances . "  Also the applicability of 
certain sections of ·the schedule such as husband ' s  occupational 
history and family stability when there was a widow or divorced 
respondent , raised questions previously not considered and which 
deserved alteration in the final survey. 
Looking more specifically at the various scales and indexes 
within the pretest schedule , the measure of socio-economic status 
using Sewall ' s  short-form raised questions of its validity. Persons 
whom the researcher estimated to be definitely living in substandard 
household conditions were rating very high on Sewell' s  index. It 
was decided that updating the scale would be necessary in its 
final form. 
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Although an attempt to measure value orientations of the 
families involved seemed to discriminate between middle-class and 
non-middle class orientation, it was believed that the statements 
would have to be clarified so as to have more meaning to the inter­
viewees . A scale designed to measure attitudes toward education 
was found to contain ambiguities as it was discovered that knowledge 
was necessary in forming a specific response to some practice or 
to some values held toward education in general.  
After adequately introducing the purpose and the use to which 
the data would be put, the family stability questions seemed not 
to pose a threat to the respondent. As to the tendency of 
respondents to see the interviewers a s  a threat, it was found 
that the tie between the Community Action Program and our research 
endeavor served as  a basis of reducing the anxieties which other­
wise might have served to seriously distqrt the results elicited 
through the interview schedule. 
On the basis of the information gained through the pre-test, 
the interview schedule was altered to reduce the amount of ambiguity, 
anxieties, and tensions of the interviewee, and yet offer the 
researcher an insight into those areas considered vital in attaining 
and realizing the objectives of the research endeavor. 
E. The Final Survey 
The Inter-Lakes Community Action area office provided the 
researcher with five "out reach" people who were experienced in 
working with the low-income families to serve as interviewers. 
Their major function in the CAP program is to establish contacts, 
gather profile data and give information to low-income families 
concerning the various Community Action Programs in the counties 
in which they work. One of the greatest concerns of the researcher 
was gaining acceptance- by the low-income recipients. It was felt 
that the use of "out reach" Community Action people, their identi­
fiable CAP agency automobiles, and their contacts with low-income 
recipients would serve as a basis of entry. which might not have 
been accomplished otherwise. 
Prior to the actual field work, the five interviewers were 
brought to the campus for a one-day training session devoted to 
providing them with an understanding of the research objectives , 
the research instrument , and their various interviewing assign­
ments for the five-day interviewing period. It was felt by the 
researcher that upon initial contact with the "out reach" inter­
viewers there was an amount of suspicion. Numerous questions 
were asked concerning the basic functions of the study and what 
such a survey hoped to accomplish. Through the training session 
and orientations to the overall objectives of the study as well as 
the information of what possible data might be provided them for 
program planning and policy making, the suspicions and anxieties 
on the part of the interviewers were enormously les sened. Two co­
ordinators were as signed to the five interviewers to serve in the 
capacity of checking through the interviews twice daily and at the 
same time being responsible for call-backs where the interviewer 
was unable to obtain an interview . 
One of the obstacles considered to be of major importance at 
the beginning of the survey, that of the residential mobility of 
the respondents , proved not to be a difficult problem in the final 
survey. Only two of the 126 families selected for the study had 
moved outside the three county area. They remained within a 50-
mile radius making it pos sible to interview both families . 
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A decision had to be made at this point in the survey as  to 
whether it was neces sary to interview the household head or whether 
the spouse might reflect similar attitudes a s  those posses sed by the 
household head . Blood and Wolfe indicate in their discus sion of 
research relating to this question that previous studies have s hown 
a close correlation between what husbands and wives say about their 
marriages in the interview situation .47 On the basis of such 
evidence as this , and as a matter of efficiency of ti.me and money, 
a decision was made to utilize the household head when available 
and the spouse in those cases  where the head was not available . 
47
see , Murray A .  Straus  and Joel I .  Nelson, Sociological 
Anal sis : An Em irical A roach Throu h Re lication , ( New York : 
Harper and Row , Inc . , 19 8 ,  p .  54. 
The final survey yielded interviews from 120 of the 126 
possible families selected for research purposes. Six families 
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were dropped from the sample : two did not respond due to medical 
problems which prohibited entry, and the other four cases refused 
to participate in the survey. Two of these four cases would have 
been attainable had we by-passed the household head and gone to the 
spouse ; however, it was felt that the result of doing so would be 
unjustifiable. The final survey yielded 120 of the possible 126 
cases giving a loss factor of 5 percent which the researcher 
considered acceptable in such a survey. Within a two-week period 
from the initial move to the field, all 120 interviews were complete 
and returned for final tabulation and analysis. 
F .  Tabulation and Arrangement of Data 
Upon completion of the field work, the data were brought to 
the coding stage . The information gained through the interview 
schedule was tabulated and co�· od in such a way that the final 
tabulations could be done through the use of electronic data 
processing. Upon completion of the coding, an item analysis of 
those questions utilized in scales and indexes was accomplished. 
Only those items showing an adequate discriminatory power were used 
in the development of final scales and indexes . The scales were 
designed in such a way that they might lend themselves to statistical 
analysis . 
It was decided that due to the number of cases, it would be 
necessary to use a statistical test for significance which would 
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lend itself to discrete data. It was felt that Chi-square analysis 
would serve the function desired in testing the significant differences 
between the relationship of selected variables. As a part of the 
descriptive analysis, means and medians were used which were cal­
culated from the raw data. 
CHAPTER IV 
SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LOW-INCOME FAMILIES 
A.  Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide that information 
necessary to accomplish the first objective of this study. This 
objective has previously been set forth as : 
Ob.jecti ve I 
To select a sample of low-income families in Eastern 
South Dakota and to determine the characteristics of 
these families. This phase of the study will focus on 
those characteristics considered necessary to adequately 
describe a sample of low-income families in a rural area. 
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The presentation of the socio-demographic characteristics of 
the families included in this study will take form under two major 
headings. The first section will deal with the general charac­
teristics of the total sample of families as well as a contrast of 
farm and non-farm families. It is felt by the researcher that an 
analysis of the characteristics of the 53 farm and the 67 non-farm 
families as well as for the total sample of 120 families may render 
additional insights into possible differences and similarities 
reflected by families residing in these two settings . Also it may 
be well to point out that since eligibility requirements for poverty 
programs differ by farm and non-farm residence, such an analysis may 
render insights into what differences actually exist. 
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The second section of this chapter is devoted to presenting 
detailed characteristics of the families in regard to residence, 
occupation, health, family, participation and living conditions. 
Again an analysis of these variables by farm and non-farm residence 
will serve to compare and contrast families in the two residence 
situations . 
B .  General Characteristics 
Age : One very important question which often is raised concerning 
people in poverty is the age factor of the household head. This 
particular variable is important from the standpoint of its impli­
cations for retraining programs as well as the employability of the 
household head. Little has been offered in the literature concerning 
this characteristic as it applies to low-income families. 
It should be pointed out at this time that the sample drawn for 
this study is not necessarily representative of the five-county 
Community Action area nor of the three counties from which the 
sample was drawn. Rather , it represents only the "Low-Income" 
type of family participating in the food commodity program in a 
three county area . Therefore, the average age of household head 
in this study may be somewhat different than that if all poverty 
families had been included . 
The median age of household head for the 120 families repre­
sented in this study is 47 years of age. It should be noted in 














Table 1 .  Age of Household Head for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Total Residence 
sample Farm Non-farm 
No . f, 
5 4. 2 
8 6 . 7  
15 12 . 5  
13 10 . 8  
16 13 . 3  
11 9 . 2  
16 13 . 3  
18 15. 0  
13 10 . 8  
5 4.2  
120 100 . 0  













43 . 0  
% No . % 
J . 8  3 4. 5 
1 .9  7 10 .4 
9 .4 10 14. 9  
17 . 0  4 6 . o  
17 . 0  7 10 .4  
13 . 2  4 6 . o  
11 . J  10 14 . 9  
15 . 1  10 14. 9  
11 . 3  7 10 .4  
o . o  5 7 . 5  
100 . 0  67 100 . 0  
49 . 0  
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families are in the 20-24 year age group with another five families 
to be found in the 65 year and over age group. None are under 20 
years of age . For the total distribution of families , the largest 
proportion ( 28 percent) falls into the 50 to 59 year age groups. 
If the household heads were classified into three major functional 
age groups , young adults ( 20-34) , middle-age adults ( 35-54) , and 
older adults ( 55 and over) , the largest proportion of recipients 
(47 percent) is found in the middle-age adult category. 
A comparison of the age of farm and non-farm family heads 
reveals that the non-farm household heads are on the average six 
years older than the heads o! farm families (49 vs. 43 years). 
The difference in age• between the two groups is due in large part 
to the fact that the largest proportion of the heads of farm 
families are concentrated in the middle-age category (58 percent) 
with a very small proportion in the young age group (15 percent). 
On the other hand, 30 percent of the non-farm heads are young 
(under 35 years) and only 37 percent are middle-aged. A larger 
proportion of the household heads that are 55 and over reside in 
the non-farm areas. 
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Sex of Household Head: One of the important variables in this 
particular study is that of the sex of household head. The question 
of adaptability of the family in reference to self-sufficiency often 
impinges on the presence or absence of a male household head. The 
120 families represented in this study reflected a somewhat lower 
proportion of female household heads than the national statistics 
concerning low-income families in 1968. At the national level it is 
estimated that approximately 35 percent of all low-income households 
are headed by a female, whereas this study of 120 families finds 20 







Table 2 .  Sex of Household Head for Total Sample 




96 80 . 0  
24 20 . 0  







% No. % 
90. 6 48 71. 6 
9. 4 19 28.4 
100. 0 67 100. 0 
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It would be expected that more of these families �ith female 
heads would be located in the villages and towns than on farms. 
This was indeed the case as 19 of the 24 families headed by females 
are of non-farm residences ( Table 2) . Only 9 percent of the farm 
families, as compared to 28 percent of the non-farm families, have 
female heads. 
Marital Status: Closely related to the sex of the household head 
is the marital status reflected by the respondents. One important 
indicator of the extent of family stability among low-income 
families is that of the marital status of the household head. 
Again the ability of the family to adapt and possibly overcome 
those particular circumstances which have led to their poverty 
status may be very well influenced by the marital status of the 
parents. Table 3 indicates that some 88 respondents or nearly 
three-fourths of the households represented in this study were 
intact at the time of the survey. It should also be noted that 
approximately 13 percent of the sample have either a separated 
or divorced status. 
The findings on the farm and non-farm respondents show that 
the proportion of non-farm families characterized as separated or 
divorced acco�nts for over 22 percent of the 67 families. On the 
other hand, only one family from the rural farm segment is in this 
category. Thus, 90 percent of the farm families have both parents 
as compared to only 60 percent of the non-farm families. In general 
then, it may be concluded from these findings that the farm segment 
tends to reflect somewhat greater family stability. 
Table 3. Marital Status for Total Sample by 
Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Marital Total Residence 
status sample Farm Non-farm 
No. % No. % No. % 
Married 88 73. 4 48 90 .6  40 59. 7 
Single and 
widowed 16 13.3 4 7. 5  12 17.9  
Separated and 
divorced 16 13. 3  l 1.9 15 22 . 4  
Total 120 100. 0 53 100. 0 67 100 . 0  
Education of Household Head: One of the major assumptions which 
has been set forth as a characteristic of low-income families is a 
lower level of education. It is often thought that the lack of 
education is a major factor contributing to the phenomenon of 
poverty. 
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An analysis of the data reveals th8t  the median number of 
years of formal education for the study group is eight years. The 
range shows only three household heads with less than five years of 
education while seven persons possesses thirteen years or more of 
formal education ( Table 4) . The majority, 64 or approximately 53 
percent, of respondents have five to eight years of education. 
Fifty-five percent of the respondents have eight or less years of 
education with the remaining 45 percent possessing at least one 
year of high school. 
National statistics reveal that approximately 40 percent of 
the poverty families in the United States possess at least four 
years of high school ; this sample shows only 29 percent at this 
educational level. Furthermore, the five county Community Action 
area reflects a median education of 10.4 years for the total 
population 25 years of age and over ; the median education figure 
for the families represented in this study is approximately two 
and one-half years below 10.4. 
Of those household heads having less than an eighth grade 
education, only 6 percent live on farms as compared to 15 percent 
within non-farm residences. On the other hand only JS percent of 
the farm household heads have educations over the eighth grade 
while nearly one-half (49 percent) of the non-farm household 
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Table 4 .  Education of Household Head for Total 
Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Total Residence 
sample Farm Non-farm 
No . cf, No . cf, No . % 
3 2. 5  2 3 . 8  l 1. 5 
10 8 .J 1 1 . 9 9 13 .4  
.54 45. 0  30 56. 6 24 35 . B 
18 15 . 0  6 11.3 12 17 . 9  
28 23 .3  12 22. 6  16 23 . 9  
7 5 .9  2 3 . 8  5 7 . 5 
120 100 . 0  53 100 . 0  67 100 . 0  
8 . 0  8 . 0  8 . 0  
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Family Inco1n.e: One of the criteria used in the decision to consider 
a particular family' s eligibility for the various poverty programs 
is family income. The 120 families represented in this study 
reflected a median monthly income of $192. 00 or; projected on a 
yearly basis, approximately $2J00 . per year . It should be observed 
that this figure is approximately seven hundred dollars less than 
59 
the arbitrary figure of $3, 000 annual income set by the federal 
government as a partial definition of poverty status. Disregarding 
the number of dependents, 72 percent of the families in this study 
had incomes of less than $3, 000 per year . 
Table 5. Family Monthly Income for Total Sample 
by Fa�m and Non-Farm:ltesidence 
Family Total Residence 
income sample Farm Non-farm 
per month No. 'I, No. % No. .'f, 
0 - 49 13 10. 8 3 5. 7 10 14 . 9  
50 - 99 8 6. 7 l 1.9 7 10.4 
100 - 149 22 18.J 13 24 . 5  9 lJ.4 
150 - 199 20 16. 7 13 24 .5  7 10. 4 
200 - 249 23 19. 2 8 15 . 1  15 22. 5 
250 - 299 11 9. 2 5 9.4 6 9. 0 
300 - 349 9 7.5 2 3 . 8  7 10 . 4  
350 - 399 13 10 . 8  7 13. 2  6 9. 0 
400 - 499 0 o . o  0 o . o  0 o . o  
500 + 1 · o . s  l 1.9 0 o . o  
Total 120 100. 0 53 100 . 0  67 100 . 0  
Median $192. 00 $1?4 . 00 $232. 00 
An analysis of Table 5 reveals that approximately 11 percent 
of the households ( 13 families ) in this study received less  than 
fifty dollars a month whereas one family received over $500 per 
month . The majority, .54 percent, of households fall into the 100 
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to 249 dollar categories as reflected in the median income previously 
discus sed. In compariso� to the five county area median of $3, 560 
annual income there is a $1, 200 deficit when compared to the $2 ,300 
median reflected by the 120 poverty families surveyed. 
Contrasting the farm and non-farm segments it was observed 
that the greater proportion of families receiving less than $50 
are to be found in the non-farm segment where ten of the total 
thirteen families are located. It should also be noted that within 
the non-farm segment ( median = $232. 00 ) the majority of families 
fall into the $50-249 category whereas the farm segment ( median = 
$174. 00) reflects the largest proportion in the $100-250 a month 
category where 34 or approximately 64 percent of the population 
resides . 
Size of Family: Another of the characteristics assigned to the 
poverty families in America is that of large family size . Again 
this particular characteristic may infringe upon the ability of 
the family to recover from those events that may have led to 
poverty . At the same time it has often been stated that the size 
of family can be looked upon as a contributing factor to the 
family predicament . 
The average size family for the 120 families in this study is 
six persons. This compares with a national average of about 6 . 5  
persons per family including the parents. Looking to the five 
counties involved in the Community Action area , it will be found 
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that the average size family is approximately Jl7 persons. This 
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6. Size of Family for Total Sample by 
Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Total Residence 
sample Farm Non-farm 
No. cf, 
lJ 10. 8 
22 18.3 
26 21. 7 
23 19.3 
22 18. 8 
7 5. 8 
6 5. 0 
0 o . o  
l 0. 8 
120 100. 0 
6. o 













% No . % 
5 . 7 10 14. 9 
· 15. 1 14 20. 9 
20. 8 15 22. 4 
18. 9 lJ 19.4 
20. 8 11 16. 4 
11.1 l 1. 5 
5 . 7 J 4. 5 
o. o 0 o. o 
1.9 0 o. o 
100. 0 67 100. 0 
6. o 
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substantially lower than the respondents in this study. The sample 
of 120 families reflects an average family size of almost twice that 
of the five county average and the national average. Putting it 
another way, if it is assumed that a family composed of two parents 
and two children (a  family of four) approximates the national 
average, ?l percent of the families in this study have families 
larger than that size. One family in the study group consisted of 
17 members including parents . 
Looking at farm and non-farm residence it �ill be noted that 
nearly 36 percent of the non-farm families ( median = 6. 0) reflect 
a 1-4 member family whereas only 20 percent of the farm families 
(median = 7.0) are of this size. On the other hand, nearly 38 
percent of the farm families fall into the nine to fourteen person 
category whereas a substantially lower proportion (22 percent) are 
in the non-farm for these same categories. In general, the farm 
segment tends to represent a somewhat larger family size than is 
true of the non-farm segment in this study. 
Size of Household: It is necessary to go a step further in looking 
at the effects of family size because this particular ·characteristic 
does not necessarily reflect the number of persons actually residing 
in the household. Again, as was suggested earlier, it may very well 
be that the number of persons residing within the household will 
have a bearing upon the ability of the family to receive those 
problems which contribute to a poverty status . An analysis of the 
data in Table 7 shows that approximately JO percent of the 
households in the study consist of one to three persons . It will 
also be noted that households with 8 or more members account for 
















Table 7. Size of Household for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Total 
s ample 
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In the farm and non-farm segments approximately 36 percent of 
the farm households (median = 7 . 0 ) possess eight or more members as 
opposed to only 16  per cent of those non-farm households in this 
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category. On the other hand, the non-farm group (median = 4. 0) 
reflects a larger proportion of small households in the 1, 2, and 
3 member categories whereas the farm segment reflects a somewhat 
smaller proportion in these same categories. In general, the farm 
segment reflects a considera�ly larger size of household than the 
non-farm segment. 
Occupation of Household Head: Findings from the review of literature 
suggest that low-income families in America tend to be sporadically 
employed in undesirable occupations. The occupational endeavors 
represented by the household heads· in this study indicate that the 
largest proportion of respondents are proprietors, managers, and 
officials. This category represents the high proportion of farm 
operators in that 32 of the 36 persons in this category are of 
this occupation. The second most common category of occupations 
represented by the respondents was that of laborers which reflected 
both farm and non-farm laboring occupations. Other occupational 
categories which show up quite often in the survey are those of 
the craftsmen, foremen, and related positions, as well as the 
service worker categories . It will be noted that only four of the 
total 120 household heads fall into the unemployed category, somewhat 
contrary to what has been stated about poverty ramilies in America. 
Looking to the farm and non-farm segments it will be noted 
that 60 percent or 32 of the 53 farm families are of the farm 
manager occupation . It will also be noted that approximately 28 
percent of the household heads in the farm segment are represented 
Table 8. Occupation of Household Head for Total 
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No . % 
2 1.7  
14 11. 7  
28 · 23 . 3  
5 4. 2 
3 2 • .5 
3 2 • .5 
36 30 . 0  
3 2 • .5 
10 8 . 3  
4 3 . 3  
? .5 . 8 
.5 4. 2 
120 100 . 0  
Farm Non-farm 
No . % No . % 
0 o . o  2 3 . 0  
2 3 . 8  12 17 .9  
1.5 28 .3  lJ 19 .4  
0 o . o  5 7 • .5 
0 o . o  3 4 • .5 
0 o . o  4 . 5  
32 60 .4 4 6 . o  
0 o . o  3 4 • .5 
2 3 . 8  8 12 . 0  
0 o . o  4 6 . o  
1 1 .9  6 9. 0 
1 1 .9  4 6 . o  
53 100 . 0  67 100 . 0  
66 
in the laborer position where 13 of the 15 are involved in farm 
labor. None of the farm respondents indicated unemployment at the 
time of the survey. The non-farm segment reflects the largest 
proportion engaged in craftsmen, foremen, and again laboring occupa­
tions. At the same time, four families indicated that the household 
head was unemployed at the time of the survey. 
Spouse ' s  Occupation: It is assumed that once a family is in a 
situati�n of being in poverty that the spouse will enter into an 
occupation as a means of partial support. Without previous litera­
ture to lend an indication as to the extent of such a phenomenon, it 
is assumed that a high proportion of spouses will be employed outside 
the home. In 66 families, or about 55 percent of the households 
surveyed the spouse is employed full-time within the . home. Outside 
the household, the most common occupation is that of service worker 
where 24 (20 percent) of the spouses are represented. The proportion 
of spouses involved in other occupations is spread throughout numerous 
occupations with the categories of service and household workers 
showing significant proportions (Table 9) . It must be kept in mind 
that the family size as indicated in Tables 6 and 7 would require 
that the women play a major role in the child rearing and that this 
may be a partial explanation for the high proportion of spouses 
remaining within the household. 
In regard to farm and non-farm residents it will be noted that 
a significantly high proportion of women in the non-farm group, 48 
percent, are employed outside the household. On the other hand, 
only 32 percent of the farm spouses work outside the home. In 
general, there is a tendency for non-farm spouses to be occupied 
outside the household. 
Table 9. Occupation of Spouse for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Occupation 
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Religious Affiliation: With regard to the religious affiliation of 
the respondents, it is probable that since a larger family size is 
represented among these families as compared to the population as a 
whole, the findings would show a high proportion with a Catholic 
affiliation. The respondents in this study are classified into one 
of four categories: no affiliation, Catholic, Protestant, or 
other. Sixteen or 13 percent of the respondents indicate no 
religious affiliation whatsoever. One out of every six or 20 
households indicate affiliation with the Catholic faith, whereas 
the majority of respondents, some 70 percent, indicate affiliation 
with a Protestant faith. Outside of these two religious faiths, 
no others were indicated by the respondents in this study. 
Religious 
Table 10. Religious Affiliation for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Total Residence 







20 16. 7 
84 70. 0 






% No. % 
13. 2  9 13. 4  
22. 6 8 11. 9 
64. 2 50 74. 6  
100. 0 67 100. 0 
From the standpoint of farm and non-farm residence, there are 
no substantial differences in the proportions of non-affiliation ·of 
the two faiths. However, the proportion of Catholics is twice as 
large in the farm group as in the non-farm group. 
Health Status: One of the characteristics often attributed to 
low-income families in America is the high incidence of serious 
illness which may be either the cause of effect of the poverty 
situation. In response ·to a question concerning whether or not a 
serious illness was present in the family at the time of the survey, 
44 respondents or 37 percent of the 120 families indicate that there 
is a serious illness present, and 76 of the respondents indicate 
that their families are not suffering from any serious illness. 
What was to be considered as a serious illness was left to the 
decision of the respondent; - however, an indication of the type of 
serious illnesses was obtained in response to the extent and type 
�f illness present. These illnesses will be discussed later in 
this chapter. 
Health 
Table 11� Health Status for Total Sample by Farm 
and Non-Farm Residence 
Total Residence 





44 . 36. 7 
76 63. 3  





% No • % 
37. 7 24 35. 8  
62. 3 43 64. 2 
100. 0 67 100. 0 
From the standpoint of farm and non-farm residents, there is 
not a substantial difference in the proportions of families who 
are in either the good or poor health status categories. Both 
reflect proportions very- similar to that of the total sample. 
Family Life Cycle: A number of studies have been concerned with 
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the stage of the family life cycle in reference to low-income 
families as a means of better understanding some of the unique 
problems experienced. It was felt that in order to understand 
aspirations for occupational retraining, organizational participa­
tion, and employment of the spouse, the stage the family is in 
the family life cycle must be considered. An attempt was made to 
place each of the 120 families into one of three stages dependent 
upon whether or not there were children in these categories: the 
family in the pre-school stage has children in the household that 
have not started school ; the school-age stage has children still in 
school but not in a pre-school stage; the empty-nest stage refers 
to those �amilies whose children have left the home. It was found 
·that the majority of families in this study, some 4J percent of 
them, were still in the pre-school stage, 39 or approximately one­
third of the families were in the school-age stage with the 
remaining 24 percent in the empty-nest stage. Thus, 76 percent of 
the families in the sample had children of school age or younger. 
The large proportion of families in the pre-school stage accounts 
for the large proportion of spouses who are remaining within the 
households rather than going outside for employment . The finding 
suggests that the responsibilities of child-rearing are somewhat 





Table 12. Stage in Family Life Cycle for Total 
Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Total Residence 
sample Farm Non-farm 
No . % No . 'f, No . % 
71 
Preschool 52 43 .3 23 43.4 29 43. 3 
School-age 39 32. 5 20 37.7 19 28.4 
Empty nest 29 24.2 10 18. 9  19 28.4  
Total 120 100 .0  53 100. 0  67 100. 0  
Looking at the differences which exist between the farm and 
non-farm families in Table 12 , both farm and non-farm families 
reflect a similar proportion in the pre-school stage with a s ome­
what larger proportion of families in the non-farm segment in the 
empty-nest stage. In general the comparison of farm to non-farm 
families indicates that nearly 81 percent of the farm families 
have children either in school or in a pre-school stage ; the non­
farm segment reflects approximately 70 percent in this situation . 
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C. Detailed Characteristics 
Residential Characteristics : It has been indicated earlier that 
the 120 families represented in this study are distributed fairly 
evenly throughout farm and non-farm residences . Fifty-three of the 
120 families were located on farms, and 67 of the families were to 
�e found in the non-farm segment. One of the important questions 
with reference to residence of the households is the extent of 
residential mobility. Previous studies indicate that the low-
income families are represented by high rate of residential mobility.  
However, the findings of this study show that the average number of 
moves per respondent was only three within his married life (Appen­
dix Table 1) . At the same time it must be kept in mind that the 
families in this study indicated an average age of nearly 46 years, 
thereby reflecting an estimated marital span of about 25 years with 
only three moves indicated . The largest proportion of respondents 
had either moved not at all or four or less times within this 
marital life time, . and only 12 0£ the 120 families had moved seven 
times or more . -
Looking to the farm and non-farm segments for possible differ­
ences in residential mobility the data reveal little or no differ­
ence, for both farm and non-farm are close to the average for the 
total sample of three moves. In general, these findings do not 
support the hypothesis that low-income families are highly mobile . 
Reasons for Moving: A question was asked of the respondents 
concerning their reasons for changing residence. The most common 
response (59 percent) to the question is that of occupational 
requirements. Other reasons given are: proximity to relatives, 
better housing, and health (Appendix Table 2) . 
An important indicator of the extent of residential mobility 
is the birthplace of the household head. Findings of this study 
indicate that 53 of household heads (44 percent) were born in the 
county in which they are presently residing. Going one step 
further, 94 of the 120 families (88 percent) indicate they were 
born within the state, and only 26 of the £anrl.lies (12 percent) 
indicate they had come from outside the state (Appendix Table 3 ) . 
An analysis of the differences between farm· and non-farm families 
concerning birthplace reveals very similar findings in that both 
segments are quite similar to the finding for the total sample. 
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Home Ownership: One question of interest to the researchers is the 
extent of home ownership among the 120 families represented in this 
study. Findings of the data reflect that nearly an even proportion 
o.f families own and rent their homes ( 48 percent vs. 52 percent) . 
An analysis of this characteristic by farm and non-farm segment 
indicates a vecy similar finding (Appendix Table 4). 
Occupational Characteristics: The extent to which the various 
household heads and their spouses are engaged in different occupa­
tions has been discussed earlier. A question of increasing interest 
today, particularly among low-income people, is whether the occupa­
tion is part or full-time employment. Findings from this study show 
that 100 or approximately BJ percent of the household heads are full­
time employed whereas only 20 household heads are in a position of 
part-time employment. Over 90 percent of the household heads 
located on farms are employed full-time, and approximately 78 
percent of the non-farm household heads are in this situation 
(Appendix Table 5) . 
Multiple Job Holdings: An occupational ch�racteristic closely 
related to that of part and full-time employment is the extent to 
which household heads are involved. in single or multiple job 
holdings. The data of this study indicate that approximately 99 
or about 8J percent of the household heads are single job holders 
with another 20 in the position of multiple job holding. An 
analysis of this data by farm and non-farm residents indicates a 
very similar situation in that approximately 80 percent of both 
farm and non-farm are single job holders with the remaining in the 
situation holding multiple jobs (Appendix Table 6 ) .  
Extent of Unemployment: The culture of poverty hypothesis has 
characterized low-income families in America as being sporadically 
employed in undesirable occupations . A question was asked of the 
respondents in this survey as to the extent of employment. The 
findings indicate that 86 of the household heads ( 72 percent ) had 
been fully employed within the last year . The remaining 32 household 
75 
heads indicated that they had experienced unemployment varying from 
four weeks to a maximum of 240 weeks on continued unemployment. It 
should be noted that 14 of the respondents who had been unemployed 
were unemployed from one to 16 weeks; on the other hand, another 14 
had been unemployed for over one-half of the year (Appendix Table 7) . 
An analysis of this cha�acteristic by farm and non-farm residence 
reflects a very large proportion of the farm household heads, nearly 
95 percent, having experienced no unemployment within the last year, 
whereas only 54 percent of the non-farm household heads were to be 
round in this situation. Those families characterized by extensive 
unemployment were to be found mostly in the non-farm segment. 
Spouse ' s  Part-time Employment: It has been pointed out earlier in 
this chapter the extent to which the spouse was employed outside 
the home. The general finding was that approximately one-half of 
the spouses was found in the household whereas the other half was 
located in various occupations outside the home. A question arises 
as to whether or not these working spouses are part or full-time 
employed. Approximately 71 percent of t�ose spouses employed are 
full-time e-mployed, and the remaining spouses are part-time 
employed. An analysis of this characteristic by farm and non-
farm residence reflects a very similar proportion with approximately 
70 percent of spouses in both segments fully employed (Appendix 
Table 8 ) . 
With reference to the perpetuation of poverty a question may · 
be asked concerning the tendency of low-income families to 
perpetuate their occupations from one generation to the next. An 
attempt was made to gain some insight into the extent to which 
present household heads reflected similar occupations of their 
parents. The data gathered indicate that approximately 73 percent 
of the fathers of the household heads were engaged in a farm 
managing occupation. The second most common occupation indicated 
was that of the cra£tsman, foreman and related occupations (Appen­
dix Table 9). The comparison of families by farm and non-farm 
residence reflects a very similar finding in that again the greater 
proportion of fathers were located in the farm management occupation, 
and the second most common occupation was that of craftsman, foreman 
and related occupations . Surprisingly the laborer category which 
contains a relatively large proportion of present household heads 
reflects a very small tendency to perpetuate the occupation of the 
fathers. This finding raises a very interesting question as to the 
role of occupational mobility in the perpetuation of poverty. 
Occupational Retraining: It is assumed that when a family finds 
itself in a situation whereby it is unable to provide £or the 
minimum levels of subsistence, the household head will seek occupa­
tions which would provide for these needs. A question was raised 
in this study as to whether or not the household head desired a 
retraining program in order to accomplish this objective. The 
general response of the 120 household heads indicates that 68 of 
the household heads ( 57 percent) have no desire for such retraining 
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programs (Appendix Table 10). On the other hand, another 38 
household heads (32 percent) indicate that they do desire such 
retraining . Fourteen household heads are reported to be undecided 
as to retraining (Appendix Table 10). In an attempt to distinguish 
between farm and non-farm desires, it is found that a higher pro­
portion of non-farm household heads indicate a desire for such 
retraining; however, these household heads are still in a minority 
as 54 percent of the non-farm household heads and 60 percent of 
the farm household heads indicate no desires along these lines. 
The most common reason given for desiring such retraining is 
the bettering of their income; the most common reason given for not 
desiring such retraining is the liking of their present job (Appen­
dix Table 11). In response to a question asked about the type of 
retraining desired the most common type of occupation indicated is 
that of mechanical occupations with carpentry and electronics being 
chosen to a lesser extent (Appendix Table 12) . 
Health Characteristics: It has been indicated earlier that approx­
imately 37 percent of the families represented in this study indicate 
that there is a serious illness present in their family. In response 
to who it is suffering from this serious illness, it is found most 
often to be one of the children . Approximately 17  percent of those 
families who are experiencing a serious illness indicate this to 
be the case. Second most common among the households is the 
situation whereby the household head is suffering from a serious · 
illness (Appendix Table lJ ) .  The type of illness most often 
indicated is under the category of serious dental problems ; 
circulatory ailments is the second most common health problem. 
Other illnesses refer to problems of the digestive, respiratory, 
and nervous system (Appendix Table 14) . In regard to how long 
this illness had been i� existence, only 20 families reported. 
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Of those reporting, nearly half indicate that the serious illness 
had been in existence for over four years .  Very few reported less 
than 10 weeks of existence (Appendix Table 15 ) .  
One important question raised concerning health is that of the 
cost that accrues to low-income families for medical care. The 
finding is that the average cost per family for medical care in the 
last year was that of $385 . 12 with a median cost of approximately 
$170 . The average cost of $385 �ould reflect thirteen families 
having a total cost of medical care over $1000 within the last year 
(Appendix Table 16 ) . The average cost of medical care to the family 
after assistance had been rendered by public welfare and service 
organizations is that of $287.57 with a median of approximately 
$100 . In this case it is found that the actual cost to the family 
is nearly $100 less than the average total costs prior to outside 
assistance with such bills (Appendix Table 17 ) . In regard to 
sources of financial assistance for such medical bills, it is 
found that 21 of the 120 families indicated assistance through 
government welfare, 11 families received assistance through service 
organizations, and six families have insurance as a means of 
assistance. Relatives as a source of assistance are found in only 
three cases (Appendix Table 18) . A question was asked as to the 
extent to which the families in the study possessed insurance of 
one form or another. Nearly 47 percent of the families indicate 
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no insurance at all with the .remaining families indicating a com­
fination of either health and/or life insurance (Appendix Table 
19) . In an attempt to distinguish any differences between farm and 
non-farm it is found that a larger proportion (54 percent) of non­
farm families are without insurance as 36 families are in this 
situation. On the other hand, only 20 farm families (38 percent) 
are without any type of insurance. 
Living conditions: Information on a number of indicators reflecting 
housing conditions such as type of dwelling and an evaluation of the 
state of repair of the house by the interviewers is available. In 
regard to the type of dwelling, 71 percent of the families are 
founq to be living in single family dwellings, and six in trailer 
homes with another 25 percent residing in multiple family dwellings 
(Appendix Table 20 ) .  As to farm and non-farm residence it is 
found that a slightly larger proportion of farm families reside 
in single family dwellings than is true of the non-farm families. 
The interviewers indicated the state of repair of the dwelling 
unit on the basis of external appearance and found that 35 percent 
of the households can be characterized as being in go·od repair, 25 
percent of the households in a poor state of repair, and 40 percent 
were listed as "fair . "  The data on farm and non-farm residence 
reveal a substantially larger proportion of farm households to be 
in poor state of repair and fewer homes which can be considered 
good when compared to the non-farm homes (Appendix Table 21) .  
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One indicator of the level of living of a particular family is 
that of the room-pers on ratio �hich is a measure of the number of 
rooms available to the family. Taking into consideration the average 
number of pers ons per household, there is a room-person ratio of . 9 
reflecting approximately one person per room throughout the 120 
households in this study . National statistics indicate that approx­
imately 12 percent of the dwellings in the United States have a room­
person ratio over 1 . 0 .  
Household Facilitie s : As a part of a measure of socio-economic 
· status for the 120 households it was necessary to collect data 
concerning the presence of various household facilities. It is 
found in the analysis of th� data that such facilities as  refriger­
ator s, indoor plumbing facilities, and wash machines are to be 
found quite commonly throughout the households. However it should 
be noted that 64 families do not have central heat1ng , and 24 of 
the households have no wash machines in their homes (Appendix 
Table 23) . In an attempt to gain an overall view of the - s ocio­
economic status of the households , the Sewell Socio-economic Scale 
was used reflecting high or low socio-economic status for the 120 
households . This scale consists of a composite score based on the 
possession of such facilities as indoor plumbing and toilet 
facilities, refrigerator , telephone , radio , wash machines ,  as 
81 
well as the room-person ratio , newspapers , magazines,  organization 
participation and visiting patterns. Based on this scale the 
general findings indicate that approximately 63 percent of the 
households in the study may be considered of high socio-economic 
status with over one-third falling into the low status category. 
When analyzing socio-economic status by farm and non-farm residence 
it is found that little difference is reflected from that of the 
total sample in either case as over one-third of the families again 
are to be found in the low socio-economic status category (Appendix 
Table 24) .  
Social Participation : One of the characteristics assigned the low­
income families by the proponents of the Culture of Poverty concept 
has been that of high isolation from the outside . As a partial 
means of measuring the extensiveness of this isolation several 
questions were asked concerning the extent of participation and 
contact with the outside . In response to questions concerning 
visiting patterns of the families it is found that when visiting 
does occur among these families, it is primarily �ith relatives. 
Nearly three-fourths indicate this to be the most common visiting 
pattern . In regard to farm and non-farm residence this same 
pattern holds true as again nearly three-fourths indicate relatives 
to be the main contact through visiting with the outside ( Appendh 
Table 25 ) . 
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In regard to organizational participation by the total family 
it is found that the average number of organizations with which the 
total family is involved is that of l. 76 organizations ( Appendix 
Table 26 ) .  It should be noted at this particular point that the 
study is concerned with all family members , not just the household 
head . In an attempt to seek possible differences between farm and 
non-farm residence it will be noted that very similar patterns are 
reflected by both segments and that non-farm residence is no 
assurance of greater participation in organizations outside the 
household. 
Contact With News Media : Other measures of conta ct with the outside 
came through questions concerning the extent to which the family had 
contact with newspapers ,  radio, television ,  telephones, and maga­
zines . In regard to newspapers it is found that approximately 44 
percent of all the households do not subscribe to a newspaper and 
that even a greater proportion of farm households (49 percent) are 
without contact with a newspaper ( Appendix Table 27) .  In regard to 
the possession of a radio the finding is that 97 percent have a 
radio in the household , a finding which is reflected similarly in 
the farm and non-farm residences . Television is also found quite 
commonly among the households in both farm and non-farm situations 
in that nearly 90 percent of all households have television as a 
means of contact with the outside. With regard to the possession 
of a telephone in th · :  house the finding is that approximately two� 
thirds of the families have a telephone and essentially the same 
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proportion for both farm and non-farm residence (Appendix Table 28) . 
In response to a question concerning the number of magazines sub­
scribed to by the family it was found that 45 percent of the house­
holds have no magazine subscriptions at all. Looking at the number 
of magazines within the household by farm and non-farm residence, 
it was found that nearly two-thirds of the non-farm homes have no 
magazine subscriptions whereas less than one-fourth of the farm 
households do not subscribe to any form of magazine (Appendix Table 
29) .  
Family Characteristics: One assumption ranged toward low-income 
families is that they are often characterized by an early age at 
marriage. Findings of this study indicate that · the median age at 
marriage for the 120 household heads is nearly 22 years of age . 
The national average indicates an age of marriage for the popula­
tion in general as that of 22 years of age for men and 20 for women. 
One might conclude that the finding from these 120 families indicate 
that the previous assumptions may not hold. An analysis of this 
characteristic by farm and non-farm residence shows that tvlice the 
proportion of non-farm families were married earlier than age 20 
(Appendix Table JO) . 
Another characteristic assigned the low-income families by the 
Culture of Poverty scheme has been that of high family instability. 
An attempt was made to measure the extent of stability among the 120 
families in this study through a series of questions aimed at gaining 
insights into various interaction patterns of the family members. 
Generally, the findings reflect that those problems encountered 
most often within these families are : friction between parents , 
alcoholism, and friction between parents and children (Appendix 
Table 31) . At the same time it will be noted that other problem 
areas in the family such as parents having left the home due to 
conflict , children having been in trouble with the law, and parents 
having been in trouble with the law show up as being important in 
contributing to the instability experienced by a number of families 
in this study. A discussion will follow in a later chapter detailing 
the various components of the measure of family stability and the 
findings as they relate to the total sample. 
D. Summary 
In summary the data indicate that 53 families or approximately 
43 percent of the sample are located in a farm residence with the 
remaining 67 families located in the non-farm segment of the three 
counties under study . Residential mobility findings indicated the 
median number of moves f or both farm and non-farm families to be 
about three. Findings relating to other general characteristics of 
the 120 families indicate a median age of 47 years with household 
heads about six years younger in the farm segment as compared to 
the non-farm families. It was found that 20 percent of the house­
hold heads are female and they are found primarily in the non-farm 
segment . The data show that approximately 13 percent of the house­
hold heads are divorced or separated and are located for the most 
part in the non-farm segment. Fiducational attainment reflects a 
finding of a median of eight years schooling for both farm and non­
farm groups. Median income ranged somewhat higher for non-farm 
residents ( $232) as compared to the total median ( $192) and that 
of the farm segment ($174) . Size of family and household reflects 
a somewhat higher median for farm families. 
It was found that approximately 30 percent of the household 
heads were occupied in farming with another 24 percent as laborers. 
Indications are that the majority of household heads are single job 
holders and full-time employed. However, it was also pointed out 
that nearly 33 percent of the household heads in the non-farm seg­
ment have been unemployed over eight weeks within the last year. In 
regard to retraining, it was found that 60 percent of the heads 
desired no retraining and of those who did, mechanical and craftsmen 
occupations were most desired. 
The findings regarding health characteristics reveal that 63 
percent of the families indicate serious illnesses in their house­
holds and that only .one-half of the families had insurance. Median 
costs of medical care for these families are approximately $170 a 
year but with help primarily from welfare the actual median costs 
are $100 a year. 
Findings relating to the family life cycle indicate 43 percent 
of the families are in the preschool stage with only about 25 percent 
in the empty-nest stage. Family stability findings indicate the 
greater proportion of families to be quite stable ; however, it was. 
also found that nearly JO percent of the families indicate alcoholism 
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to be a serious problem in their households. 
Socio-economic status findings indicate that approximately 37 
percent of the households may be considered as low with the propor­
tion in this situation somewhat higher for the farm segment. 
Visiting patterns reflect t�at the majority seek out relatives and 
that the median family participation is that of only one organiza­
tion per family. Contact with the outside through other means 
indicates that radio and television are most often found in the 
households and that newspapers and magazines are less prevalent. 
A sunnnary of general and detailed characteristics can be found in 
the following table . 
Table 13 . Summary Characteristics for Total Sample by Farm 
and Non-Farm Residence 
Characteristics 
Total number of respondents 
Median age of HHH* 
Percent of male HHH 
Percent married 
Median education of HHH 
Average monthly income 
Median size of family 
Median size of IIB** 
Percent of Protestant 
affiliation 
Average number of residential 
moves 
Percent residing in county 
of birth 






120 53 67 
47 years 43 years 49 years 
BO% 91% 72% 
73% 91% 60% 
B years B years B years 
$192. 00 $174. oo $232. 00 
6 persons 7 persons 6 persons 
5 persons 7 persons 4 persons 
J moves 3 moves 3 moves 
44% 
4B% 





Percent of HHH in full-time employment BJ% 
Percent of HHH in multiple jobs 17% 




Table 13 Continued . 
Characteristics 
Percent of mm desiring 
retraining 
Percent of spouses in t_he 
labor force 
Percent of families with 
serious illness 
Percent of families with no 
insurance 
Percent of families with low 
socio-economic status 
Percent of families in single­
family dwellings 




Percent without newspapers 
Percent without television 
Percent without telephone 
Percent without magazine 
subscriptions 
* HHH refers to household head 
















A.  The Concept of Culture 
In the social sciences - the concept of culture has served the 
function of discovering order in the variations that arise among 
differing human groups . Three aspects of culture form the bas is 
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of this ordering process.  First is the feature of  universalism in 
which all men have a culture which serves as a basis of identifi- · 
cation with a common unit. Second is the characteristic of culture 
which focuses on organization in that all cultures show coherence 
and structure ranging from the universals to the specialities . 
Thirdly, culture must be seen as a collective product of man ' s 
efforts . Given these three conceptions, culture then serves as a 
basis for understanding and ordering in an intelligible way the 
differences among distinct groupings of people . 
Although the term culture has come to have a number of broad 
definitions, there has been a long-standing concensus on the core 
meaning of the term which is to be found in the sciences of 
Sociology and Anthropology . The classical definition set forth 
by Tylor is : " That complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, 
art, morals , laws, customs, and arry other capabilities and habits 
acquired by man as a member of society . "
48 
A more modern definition 
48 Edward B .  
Develo 
3rd ed. London : 
lor Primitive Culture : 
ion Lan ua e 
Murray Press, 1871 , p .  1 . 
Researches into the 
Art and Custom , 
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refers to culture as the "organization of experience shared by 
members of a community including their standards of perceiving, 
predicting, judging, and acting . 049 This, in short, refers to 
socially standardized ways of perceiving the world, understanding 
the relationships between people, things and events .  It focuses 
on the preferences and purposes and, in general, serves as a guide 
for human conduct . It is  through culture that collectivities of 
men adapt themselves to their environment. 
Valentine points out in a discussion of cultural theory that · a 
clarification must be made between cultural values and situational 
or circumstantial adaptations :  
The values of a culture include the ideals, the aims, 
and ends, the ethical and aesthetic · standards, and the 
criteria of knowledge and wisdom within it, taught to and 
modified by each generation . These values are not simply 
manifested straight forwardly on the surface of everyday 
life ; they are related to experience and behavior in com­
plicated, variable, and indirect ways . There is a mis­
conception that people everywhere live as  they do because 
they prefer their actual mode of existence and its 
consequences . 
Indeed, there can be few human situations that allow 
full enactment of cultural values in the practical world • • •  
It may well be true that ' all values are situationally 
anchored ' and it is  certainly true that circumstances 
often demand that value s be compromised or contradicted by 
situational adaptations • • •  Nevertheless ,  it seems probable 
that opportunities to choose goals, in accordance with 
value priorities are objectively narrowed when life 
chances are reduced by the structure of society . 50 
49ward Hunt Goodenough, Coo eration in Change : An Anthro­. o Comrounit ment ( New York : Rus sell 
3 , P • 259 . 
50charles A .  Valentine, Culture and Poverty ( Chicago : 
University of Chicago Pres s ,  1968) , p .  7. 
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The Concept of Sub-Culture : In order to understand in more detail 
the implications of Valentine ' s  statement on the relationship of 
cultural values and situational adaptations, it is necessary to 
incorporate the concept of sub-culture. This term has been utilized 
as a part of the general discussions of culture as a means of 
gaining insights into social differentiation. A .  L .  Kroeber pre­
sents the relationship of the two terms in this passage : 
We have seen how each ·class in a society exhibits a 
more of less distinct phase, a subculture of the total 
culture carried by the society ; just as geographical 
segments of the society manifest regional aspects of 
the culture.  This principle extends further : to age 
levels and the sexes . Men do not practice the specific 
habits of the women in their culture, and vice versa • • •  
At the same time these sex phases are never felt as 
constituting more than a side or an aspect of the 
culture--nor, indeed, do they constitute more • • • the 
culture is not felt as complete, and is not complete 
without both components. The same thing holds, 
incidentally, for the class phases and often for the 
regional phases of well-integrated cultures. Scavengers 
and bankers will be recognized in such cultures as 
quite properly following diverse strains of life 
and making diverse contributions, but their coherence 
within the body politic of culture and society is felt 
to outweigh the separateness. 51 
Julian St�ward presents as a part of his study relating to 
Latin-American poverty a conceptual framework relative to the 
concept of subculture : 
Subcultural group, subsociety, and social segment 
have been used to designate those social groups within 
a large society that are distinguishable by ethnic 
'1A. L. Kroeber and Clyde Kluckholn, " Culture : A Critical 
Review of Concepts and Definitions, " Papers of the Peabody 
Museum , XXXXVII (1952) , p. 274. 
background , occupation , religion , race , status, or other 
common characteristics and yet share certain features 
with other social segments. Subcultural groups or 
subsocieties within a certain nation all conform to 
national laws, they potentially acquire many culture 
elements of the national inventory, and they are 
influenced by national institutions • • •  
The more meaningful diagnostics of a sub-
cultural group are its· structural features. These 
may result from tradition , from the effects of supra­
community institutions, and from interactions with 
other groups. The extent to which the effects of 
any particular structures, such as those pertaining 
to employment ,  religion , political affiliations, or 
associations • • •  have some inner consistency is a matter 
of empirical investigation. Subcultural groups crosscut 
and interlock with one another in many respects • • •  52 
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In both quotations there are two important aspects of the 
subculture concept : the attention accorded the balance between 
subcultural distinctions and elements shared by different sub­
cultures within the larger culture , and the recognition that there 
are distinguishing structural characteristics which have as their 
sources elements external or internal to the subsystem. 
Herbert Gans in his book , Urban Villagers, presents a 
theoretical definition of classes as subsocieties with associated 
subcultures. He writes : 
Social classes are strata in the larger society, 
each of which consists of somewhat--but not entirely-­
distinctive s ocial relationship , behavior patterns , 
and attitudes. The strata thus are composed of sub­
cultures and sub-social cultures • • •  While occupation , 
education , income , and other such factors help to 
distinguish the subcultures , the exact role of these 
52Julian H. Steward , Contemporary Change in Traditional 
Societies ( Urbana : University of Illinois Press,  1967 ) , p .  24. 
factors is thought to be an empirical question. The 
strata are defined as subcultures on the as sumption 
that relationships , behavior patterns , and attitudes 
are related parts of a social and cultural system. 
The word ' system' must be used carefully , however , 
for many similarities and overlaps exist between 
them . Moreover , these systems are quite open, and 
movement between them is possible , though • • •  not 
always easy . Considerable variation also exists 
within each stratum, for s ocial mobility and other 
proces ses create innumerable combinations of behavior 
patterns . 53 
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It is important to note that Gans indicates that the part­
whole structural relationship is combined with internal hetero­
geneity . Valentine stresses one further consideration relating to 
subcultural distinctiveness .  He states that the possibility of 
commitment to values ,  norms , and other cultural themes may often 
involve ambiguity,  ambiva·lence, and contr.adictory beliefs . 5
4 
Sumrnary--In summary what we find is that within cul�ure there 
arises social segments distinguishable by certain adaptive s ocio­
demographic and behavioral characteristics. Yet at the same time , 
these segments cannot be considered as separate entities , but rather 
must be seen as a part of the larger system with shared values , ends , 
goals , and standards of behavior . Secondly , it has been pointed out 
that within and between these segments considerable variation exists 
so  that numerous combinations of behavioral characteristics result 
in heterogeneity both at the cultural and subcultural level . Both 
53Herbert Gans , The Urban Villagers ( New York : MacMillan 
Pres s ,  1962) , p .  243 . 
54valentine, op. cit . , p .  120 . 
Gans and Valentine have pointed out that variation within each 
segment exists as a result of social mobility and situational 
adaptations. 
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In order for a separate autonomous culture to arise within a 
larger system certain prerequisites must be met. It has been 
pointed out in the previous discussion that to maintain a separate 
culture demands separate standards for perceiving, predicting, 
judging, and acting in addition to values which encompass the 
ideals, aims, ends, as well as transmissions of the�e from generation 
to generation. Jack L .  Roach states two necessary conditions that 
must be met before one can demonstrate the existence of an autonomous 
culture .  The first condition is a demonstration that those values, 
aims, goals, and standards are socially transmitted from one genera­
tion to the next. Moreover these cultural patterns must be rela­
tively uniform intra-generationally for the group concerned. The 
second condition, closely linked to the first, concerns the strength 
of the normative system. It must be demonstrated that the behavior 
exhibited within the culture is determined by a strong normative 
system. 55 
B .  The Debate Over Culture and Poverty 
The previous discussion serves as a basis to the question of 
the applicability of the Culture of Poverty scheme in relation to 
understanding the poverty stricken in America. Whether the poverty 
55Jack L. Roach and Orville R. Gursslin , Social Stratification 
in the United States ( Englewood Cliffs : Prentice-Hall, Inc. , 1969) , 
p .  207 . 
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stricken can be considered a separate culture in the true sense of 
the word , or whether they are actually a subculture which shares 
many of the same values , goals, and standards of the larger culture 
is the question to be answered. If the poverty stricken uphold the 
more general cultural patterns of American society and yet exhibit 
certain situational adaptations to their state of deprivation , then 
the question must be answered in such a way as to refute the exis­
tence of a separate autonomous Culture of Poverty. On the other 
hand , if as Walter Miller states, "There is a substantial segment 
of present-day American society whose life , values , and character­
istic patterns are a product of a distinct system. 1156 or as Oscar 
Lewis points out concerning the poverty stricken , "Poverty is a way 
of life handed from generation to generation which provides the 
design for living , 1157 is true , the_n the concept of Culture of 
Poverty existing in the midst of a larger but distinct American 
culture must be accepted. 
Two Theoretical Models :  William L. Yancey sets forth two theoretical 
models which serve as the basis for the two views concerning the 
relationship of culture and poverty. Both are somewhat related to 
two opposing ideologies in sociology. One school represented by 
Durkheim , Parsons , Morton , and others has as its orientation a 
56walter B .  Miller , "Lower Class Culture as a Generating Milieu 
of Gang Delinquency , "  J ournal of Social Issues , XIV ( 1965 ) , pp . 5-19 . 
57 Oscar Lewis , La Vida : Puerto Rican Family in the Culture .of 
Poverty ( N  w York : Random House , 1966) , p .  19. 
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society with a dominant value structure . The other school follows 
a Marxian tradition represented by the Chicago school with such 
followers as Sutherland , Oscar Lewis, Walter B. Miller, and Howard 
S .  Becker and has a sympathetic orientation toward the lower class. 
This school sees cultural values developing directly out of the 
lower class environment with little attention placed on the larger 
society. It is due to  these differences that such concepts as 
anomie and normative conflict are dominant in the first school, and 
such concepts as separation and alienation are emphasized in the 
second.58 
Poverty Viewed as a Societal Sub-system--The first school of 
theorists, reflecting on a comm.on value structure, assume that 
society is integrated by a comm.on system of values. Parsons, in 
his article relating to a theory of stratification , assumes a 
common value system underlying a system of stratification. He 
states : "Stratification in its valuation aspect, then, is the 
planning of units in a societal system in accordance with the 
standards of the common value system . "59 Merton' s  statement on 
anomie with its assumptions that all persons in our society are 
committed to a common value system sets the tone for this school .  
His emphasis on norms a s  being prescribed by the larger society 
58william L. Yancey, "The Culture of Poverty: Not So Much 
Parsimony" (Washington : National Institute of Mental Health , 
1968) , p .  7 . 
59Toid. , p.  8. 
and his essay on anomie are concerned with prescribed values and 
prescribed means of achieving these. It is .with this means-ends 
schema that Merton attempts to account for societal deviance.
60 
Albert Cohen sees a system of common values and the frustrations 
that arise in the lower class relating to the formation of a 
d 1 .  t . h "  lt . Am • • t 61 y e inquen in is cu ure in erican socie y. ancey sees 
Cohen ' s  theory as one of Merton ' s  adaptations to anomie. 62 
Poverty viewed as an autonomous culture--The second group of 
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theorists has assumed that society is a host of autonomous and 
conflicting cultures. Howard S. Becker implies in his work that 
there are different cultures in American society in constant 
conflict with one another with one group in control at arry one time 
while the other attempts to gain this contro1 . 63 Walter Miller 
offers a stronger statement of an autonomous lower class culture 
beginning with this statement : "There is a substantial segment of 
present-day American society whose life, values, and the charac­
teristic patterns of behavior are the product of a distinct system 
which might be termed ' lower class' . "64 Allison Davis refers to 
60Robert K. Merton , Social Theory and Social Structure ( Glencoe , 
Illinois : The Free Press , 1957) ,  p.  141. 
61 Albert Cohen , Delinquent Boys ( New York : The Free Press of 
Glencoe , 1955) .  
62yancey, .9.E• cit. , p. 8. 
63Howard S. Becker , The Outsiders ( New York : The Free Press of 
Glencoe, 1963 ) . 
64walter Miller , .£12.• cit. , pp. 5-19 . 
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the culture of lower class and states that the behavioral patterns 
found in the lower class , "constitute a system of behavior and 
attitudes which are realistic and rational in that environment in 
which the individual has been raised and which he has been trained . "  
He sees the lower class values as a distinct adaptation to lower 
class environment . 65 
C .  Prerequisites of a Culture 
The debate over the applicability of the concept "Culture of 
Poverty" must be viewed from the standpoint of the prerequisites 
necessary for a culture to exist. It was pointed out earlier by 
Roach that at least two conditions must be met : the _perpetuation 
of such values and indices from one generation to the next , and 
the strength �f the normative system. 
Roach ' s  Critigue of the Culture of Poverty: Roach goes on to state 
more specifically that if such a phenomena was to exist then the 
following characteristics must be found relative to the social life 
and psychological makeup of the poor : 1 )  a similar socioeconomic 
background; 2)  similar material conditions of life ; 3 ) physical 
proximity to each other ; 4)  requisite social-psychological proper­
ties ; and 5) a high degree of social interaction within and across 
family lines . Roach points out that the advocates of the Culture 
65Allison Davis , Industry and Society ( New York : McGraw-Hill, 
Co . , 1946 ) ,  p .  86 . 
of Poverty approach assume that these requisite characteristics 
66 are present . 
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Roach attempts to analyze the characteristics of the " Culture 
of Poverty" in relation to the five requisites. He points out that 
there is no doubt that the poverty stricken possess similar socio­
economic background, life conditions, and residential proximity. 
However , he als o  indicates that these attributes in themselves are 
not sufficient for the emergence and maintainance of a viable 
culture. 67 Roa'ch states that of more critical importance are the 
characteristics relating to their social psychology and social 
relationships. He feels that the social psychological handicaps 
of the poor , notably cognitive restrictions, limited role skills, 
apathy, and a general state of "psychic exhaustion, "  brought out 
by a number of empirical ·studies , raise questions about the ability 
of these persons to form and maintain the types of cultural systems 
implied by the properties of the Culture of Poverty. 68 
Secondly , he states that the issue of social interaction among 
the poor bears heavily on the question of social transmission of the 
Culture of Poverty . Cultural norms are transmitted via interaction 
through a system of social interaction between parents and children . 
Yet , Roach points out that cultural norms are group norms which must 
be transmitted through sustained social interaction in various 




networks of family units and other such groups. Since it is widely 
held that the poverty stricken lack an effective degree of social 
interaction with others and are documented with a marked degree of 
s ocial isolation, the requisite of interaction becomes a questionable 
characteristic. Roach points out that the isolation represented by 
the poor is not simply that from the outside, but typically they 
interact minimally with those of their own kind. He states that 
"neither the quality nor the quantity of their social interaction 
would seem to qualify for the kind of effective s ocial interaction 
posited in theoretical discussions of the genesis and maintainance 
of such a culture. "
69 On the basis of such empirical grounds as 
cited by Roach it would appear that at least two crucial charac­
teristics are not sufficiently present for an adequate transmission 
of a strong normative system comprising a Culture of Poverty. 
Valentine ' s  Critique of the Culture of Poverty: Charles A .  Valentine 
presents a similar critique of the culture of poverty approach as it 
relates to the concept of culture. Valentine points out questions 
which must be answered before one can accept an autonomous culture 
of the poor : what elements or patterns of this culture are dis­
tinctive? ; How are distinctive patterns perpe�uated? ;  what functions, 
adaptive or otherwise, do the cultural configurations have for the 
poor? ; or are those features presented as characteristic of the poor 
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cultural patterns at all7 ?0 
Valentine selects those items set forth by such proponents as 
Oscar Lewis and Walter Miller as characteristic of the Culture of 
Poverty and asks if these might be understood as a "design for 
living. " Such characteristics as unemployment, underemployment, 
lack of education, and crowded and deteriorated living quarters are 
seen by Valentine as symptoms rather than inculated patterns of 
social traditions. These conditions are phenomena of the environ­
ment determined not by . behaviors and values of the poor, but by 
the structure of the total society. 71 Secondly, Valentine analyzes 
the behavioral patterns and relationships such as consensual mar­
riage, high frequency of matricentric households, authoritarianism, 
and lack of family and community solidarity. He concludes that 
"it seems most unlikely that this cultura�ly barren set of behavioral 
and relational traits is really intended to be an exhaustive portrayal 
of social organization among the poor • • •  that the role of total-system 
universals has been neglected or virtually ignored. " 72 A third set 
of Culture of Poverty elements scrutinized by Valentine are those 
relating to the realm of " values and attitudes" among the poor. 
Such feelings as hostility toward institutions and power centers of 
the dominant class as well as those negative feelings harbored 
toward their own group are scrutinized by Valentine. He concludes 
70valentine, op. cit. , p .  114. 
71Toid. , p. 116 . 
72Toid. , p. 118. 
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that "these orientations are so strikingly consistent with objective 
situational factors that it seems hardly necessary to interpret them 
as ingrained values. "73 
· D .  Implications of Classifying the Poor 
Both Valentine and Roach point out a need to approach poverty 
from the standpoint of situational adaptation rather than as  an 
autonomous culture. A question which arises at this point in the 
development of �he background of classifying the poor is whether 
or not the two approaches are complimentary. Are they approaching 
the same phenomena from the different direction7 Might the two 
together lend further insight into understanding the poverty 
stricken? A number of writers seriously disagree that there is any 
complimentary aspects of the two approaches. One of the strongest 
statements made against the complimentary argument as well as  
implication of one ' s  choice of approach comes from Charles Valentine 
concerning the use of the term "culture" in understanding the poor : 
This label is a part of what amounts to an intel­
lectual fad of attributing a ' culture '  to almost any 
social category. It represents an attempt to extend 
the application of that concept. A major thesis is 
that the culture of poverty notion and related ideas 
contradict all important aspects of the culture 
concept. This thesis of contradiction extends not 
only to the essential meaning of the idea of culture 
but also to its major implications for theory and 
methods in the human sciences, philosophical issues, 
public attitudes, and public policies. While one 
?)Ibid. , p. 119 . 
assumes that the purpose of the authors involved were 
quite otherwise, the presentations and particularly the 
popularization of these notions have had one outstanding 
effect . This is, these formulations support the long­
established rationalization of blaming poverty on the 
poor. Nothing could be further from the meaning, the 
spirit , or the ideological implications of the original 
concept of culture . The presently available conceptions of 
poverty culture stand �ery much in the way of solving that 
factual problem. The conceptions are essentially pre­
judgments of empirical questions. 74 
lOJ 
Jack Roach states a somewhat less pointed but similar argument 
by emphasizing the misuse of the concept of culture as "cause" ; 
A common practice is to describe the culture of 
poverty in terms of regularities of behavior and 
thought-ways and then treat a designated regularity 
as a contributing cause of the culture of poverty . 
For example, the belief of the poor that the future 
cannot be controlled may be treated as one of the 
causes of the culture of poverty, and at the same 
time, as one of its characteristics. Certainly the 
concept of a culture of poverty , used as a causal 
explanation, is not applicable to all the poor. Those 
who are poor, because of some life event such as 
sickness, accident, or old age but who have known 
' better times ' are obviously not the product of a 
culture of poverty . The concept is clearly intended, 
by most writers, as an explanation of the behavior of 
those who have lived in poverty for . several generations. 
It would appear, then, that the culture of poverty thesis 
would be most relevant for sub-groups of the long-term 
poor such as residents of regional enclaves ( e. g. , the 
Appalachian poor) or those living in ethnic and racial 
enclaves. 75 
Both writers indicate that the use of the Culture of Poverty 
approach in classifying the poor as providing serious limitations 
to the search for causation. The limiting characteristic is that 
74 Ibid. , pp. 15-16 . 
75Roach , _o_p __ ._ci_· t_. ,  p. 210 . 
of focusing on the Culture of Poverty in search of causes and 
solutions rather than treating the poverty segment as a part of 
a larger American culture which might be looked to for causes 
and solutions. 
E. A Typological Approach 
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An alternative approach to that of classifying the poor by 
means of the Culture of Poverty and its assumptions of homogeneity 
is one based on heterogeneity . William L. Yancey points out the 
extent of variation and problems of prediction : 
A striking paradox about the lower class is that , 
on the one hand , we can see similarities between lower 
class groups throughout the world, and , on the other 
hand, there is a great deal of variation and change­
ableness in the behavior and norms of any specific 
lower class group . Immediately after we characterize 
the lower class by the culture of poverty, we must add 
a second generalization : that there is more within­
group variation among the lower class than in any other 
stratum in American society. In other words, it is more 
difficult to predict the behavior of a lower class 
person than that of a person in the middle , working, or 
upper class. 76 
Roach feels a typological approach based on a number of 
different variables may be used in better understanding differences 
among the poor . Such relevant variables as the situational factors 
leading to poverty in the form of personal problems versus environ­
mental conditions, or an approach utilizing material conditions as 
independent variables are offered . He feels that a focus on 
_o.._p_. _c_i_t .  , p .  4 .  
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material conditions would yield the most understanding of the 
heterogeneity among the poor whereas the first approach would give 
insights into the differences between the larger culture and the 
poverty segment . 77 
John Kenneth Galbraith offers a somewhat similar typology in 
the form of " case poverty and insular poverty. " The case type 
pertains to those poverty stricken families afflicted by s ome 
characteristi cs peculiar to the individuals ; the insular type refers 
to circumstances outside the control of the family . 78 Other typo� 
logical approaches discus sed earlier in the review of the literature 
relate to works of S .  M. Miller, Richard Stuby, and William L.  
Yancey and focus on a number of these variables cited as either 
situational or material conditions . Bryan R. Green offers a 
suggestion for clarifi cation of concepts which hinges upon the 
use of the typology as a means of reconciling contradictions in 
research and theory : 
One of the most fruitful means of conceptual clarification 
in sociology i's the construction of typologies. The 
procedure is to take a commonly used concept such as • • •  
and to analyze the elements which are implicit in  the 
term or necessary to its definition. By the logical 
combination of these elements one forms a typology from 
what was a single concept .  Quite often this enables  one 
to reconcile previously contradictory findings as well 
as preparing the way for further research . 79 
77Roach, op. cit . , pp. 210-211. 
78Galbraith, op. cit . , pp. 252-253 . 
79Bryan R .  Green, An Introduction to Sociol ogy ( London : 
Pergamon Pres s ,  1966 ) . 
F. Three Approaches to Understanding the Poor 
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The previous discussion has been based on the theoretical tenets 
for and implications of classifying the poor . This provides a number 
of possible alternatives which may be used as a means of better 
understanding the poverty segment of society. 
Three approaches will be considered in an attempt to find that 
approach which best fits and serves to encompass the poverty stricken 
as they are represented in this study. Two of the approaches have 
already been referred to : the Culture of Poverty approach and its 
assumptions of homogeneity, and the typological approach which 
assumes heterogeneity and lends itself to a number of types within 
the poverty segment . A third approach that must be considered is 
one �hich will show itself in the analysis of the data . This 
approach will come in the form of total heterogeneity whereby 
neither the Culture of Poverty nor the ability to group the char­
acteristics of the poor into a number of types will be found to be 
feasible. The third possibility then will assume that the char­
acteristics found among the poor are so unique to the particular 
families involved that to group individuals with any assumption 
of similar or common characteristics is futile . 
Given these three approaches to understanding the poor , an 
attempt will be made in the next chapter to operationalize the 
Culture of Poverty approach in such a way that research hypotheses 
may be tested thereby serving to either support or refute the 
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applicability of the Culture of Poverty approach in understanding 
rural poverty . Chapter 7 will be devoted to the analysis and 
findings related to the typological approach . Dependent upon 
the findings of this analysis, the third approach, that of total 
heterogeneity, will take form. 
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CHAPrER VI 
FINDINGS RELATING TO THE CULTURE OF POVERTY APPROACH 
A.  Introduction 
The previous discussion based on the theoretical tenets and 
· implications of classifying the poor brings this study to the point 
of operationalizing and testing for the applicability of the Culture 
of Poverty approach to understanding rural poverty. The followin� 
chapter is devoted to testing the second general hypothesis of this 
study which is stated as : 
H.ypothesis II 
Those family characteristics deemed essential to the Culture 
of Poverty concept will not be found to be distributed homo­
geneously throughout the low-income families selected as a 
sample for this study. 
The following presentation will take the form of attempting to 
operationalize those attributes assigned low-income families by the 
Culture of Poverty proponents and testing the above hypothesis through 
an analysis of the extent to which these characteristics are found to 
be homogeneously distributed among the 120 families selected for 
study. 
B. Culture of Poverty Characteristics 
Previous literature relating to the Culture of Poverty 
assumption of homogeneity yields a set of characteristics whic4 
must be considered in arry analysis of the relevance of such an 
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approach. Elizabeth Herzog has S\ll7llnarized the literature and offers 
the following fourteen characteristics as most commonly attributed 
to the poor through this approach: 
1. Low educational attainment 
2. Undesirable occupations 
J . Low levels of living 
4. High residential mobility 
5. Low levels of health 
6 .  High perpetuation of poverty from one generation to next 
7. High anomie 
8. Present rather than future orie�ted 
9. High isolation from the outside 
10. More autocratic than democratic 
11. Little value placed on education 
12. High family instability 
lJ . Low economic security (high unemployment) 
14. High occupational mobilityBO 
Given this list of characteristics, an attempt will be made to 
operationalize these fourteen characteristics in such a fashion as 
to be able to gain a measure of the extent to which each charac­
teristic is found among the families represented in this study. 
Upon establishing an operational definition for each characteristic, 
the total sample will be presented in terms of dichotomous cate­
gories .  
C. Operational Definitions 
Educational Attainment: In order to test for the existence of low 
educational attainment it is necessary to dichotomize the variable 
in such a way that will reveal a valid distinction between high and 
80 Herzog , op. cit. , pp . 389-402 . 
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low education. Without ·previous research to serve as a basis, it 
was decided that since the median educational attainment among the 
120 household heads was that of eight years that this would suffice 
as a point for dividing the sample into high or low attainment . The 
dichotomy of family household heads into high and low educational 
attainment resulted in 65 or approximately 54 percent of the house­
hold heads being placed into a category of low educational attainment 
with the remaining 55 household heads being placed into high educa­
tional attainment . 
Occupation of Household Heads : Previous literature concerning the 
Culture of Poverty has indicated the low-income families to be 
characterized by sporadic employment in undesirable jobs. The opera­
tional definition of " undesirable jobs" will consist of grouping 
the census categories of laborers , private household workers, opera­
tives and sales workers into what will be considered a "laborer" 
type. On the other hand, those census categories of clerical ,  
craftsmen and foremen , professional and technical, proprietors, 
managers and officials, (farm operators) and service workers are 
to be considered as "non-laborer" type. 
On the basis of this dichotomy into laborer and non-laborer 
types it was found that 39 of the household heads could be placed 
in the laborer type accounting for approximately 23 percent of the 
sample . On the other hand , 72 or about 60 percent of the household 
heads fell into the non-laborer type . 
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Level of Living: A thi.rd characteristic assigned the poor in America 
is that of lower levels of living . An attempt was made to opera­
tionalize "level of living" through the use of the Sewell Socio­
economic Scale . Sewell includes in his short form fourteen items 
�ith reference to various facilities· of the household as well as the 
educational status, church participation, and contact with mass 
81 
media. 
It was felt by the researcher that those items which Sewell 
had incorporated into his 1943 form may not necessarily be relevant 
or all inclusive today. It was on the basis of the pretest which 
indicated the socioeconomic status scale to be somewhat lacking as a 
discriminator among the poverty families that new or more up-to-data 
items were incorporated as an adaptation to this scale . Such items 
as a washing machine or dryer, television, newspaper, a record player , 
central heating, air conditioning, as well as the original fourteen 
items included in the Sewell Scale were included. The weights placed 
on the various items followed that order set down by Sewell in his 
original scale and were based on the importance of the item in main­
taining a minimum level of living. Items such as having water piped 
into the house, indoor toilet facilities, refrigerator , and telephone 
were given the heaviest weights. A washing machine, complete bath, 
radio, television, and newspaper were given the second highest 
weights. Clothes dryer, record player,  central heating, automobile, 
church attendance, and home freezer were weighted the third highest. 
The husband ' s  education, wife ' s  education and the state of house 
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repair were given the lowest weights. 
On the basis of the scoring of the eighteen items in the socio­
economic scale , the respondents in this study ranged from a maximum 
of 128 points to a minimum of 53 points. The distribution of socio­
economic status scores reflected an almost bimodal distribution and 
it was decided to use the break in the distribution as the basis of 
the dichotomy. The high category ranged from a score of 93 to 1?8 
possible points with the low category ranging from a low score of 55 
up to 92 points. On the basis of this decision, the dichotomy 
resulted in 75 families placed into high socioeconomic status and 
45 or about 38· percent placed in the low socioeconomic status. 
Residential Mobility : The measure of residential mobility is an 
attempt to get at the extent to which the families have moved their 
residence since the time of marriage. Literature concerning the 
persons in the poverty segment in America tends to indicate a great 
deal of residential mobility. In order to provide some basis on 
which to compare families, the researcher used what will be called 
a residential mobility ratio whereby the number of moves the family 
has experienced is divided by the number of years of marriage. 
A score of 2. 33 was found to be the highest mobility ratio and 
the lowest was 0 . 0 indicating that the family had never changed their 
residence since time of marriage. Looking at the overall distribution 
of the residential mobility ratio scores , it was found that some 28 
families out of the 120 had never changed residence over the years 
of marriage. It was also found that the distribution is skewed 
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somewhat toward the low mobility side of the continum .  On the basis 
of the bimodal distribution of the scores ,  a two-category breakdown 
was made of high mobility and low mobility. In the low mobility 
category, there were 28 cases of individuals who had never changed 
residence since time of marriage as well as those families which 
ranged up to a score of . 16. A . 16 score on the occupational mobility 
ratio would be an individual who has been married 40 years and had 
moved at least six times during that period of time. The high 
mobility category took those individuals above a score of . 17 to the 
extreme of 2.JJ. On the basis of the dichotomy, it was found that 
73 of the 120 families or approximately 61 percent are of the low 
mobility type with the remaining 47 families in the high mobility 
type. 
It should be pointed out that residential mobility as a basis 
for the above scores consists of mobility not within communities or 
to adjacent farmsteads , but only those moves from one community to 
another community. The same criteria pertains to the movement from 
farmstead to farmstead. If a family moved from one farm to another 
and did not consider it a change of community, this was not designated 
as a residential move. However, if it were to a new area whereby the 
family identified themselves with a new community, it was considered 
a residential move . 
Health Status :  Another characteristic of poverty in .America has 
been low levels of health . An attempt on the part of the researcher 
to develop a measure of health status was made on the basis of how 
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the individual respondents viewed their family health status . After 
considering the various measures under health information , it was 
decided that the best indicator of the health status of the family 
was the respondent ' s  own evaluation as to whether or not any family 
member who was dependent upon the household head for support had a 
serious medical or dental problem. The respondent answered either 
"yes" or "no" to this particular question and it was on the basis 
of this response that the health status of the family has been typed 
as either good or poor. On the basis of this dichotomy into good 
and poor health status ,  it was found that 44 of the families could 
be considered in the poor category whereas the remaining 76 families 
or approximately 63 percent were of good health status . 
Perpetuation of Poverty :  One of the characteristics assigned t o  the 
poor has been the tendency to perpetuate their poverty status by 
pas sing on to their children the attitudes and way of life of poverty. 
One measure felt by the researcher to be indicative of the tendency 
to perpetuate poverty was that of the occupational mobility of the 
children of poverty families . Through the use of the North-Hatt 
Occupational Prestige S cale, s cores were given to each child who had 
left the residence and had a potential for full-time participation 
in a particular job. The occupational prestige s cores for each  
child who had left the home were added and divided by the total 
number of children who have left the family resulting in an average 
prestige s core for those children having left the home. This' score 
was then compared with the father ' s  occupational prestige score and 
115 
the difference, either a plus or a minus, was a result of such 
comparison . On the basis of a plus or minus score received, the 
families involved were typed "low occupational mobility" where the 
parents had a score above that of their children and "high occupa­
tional mobility" where the p�rent prestige score was the same or 
below the average of those children outside the home. On the basis 
of a range of scores from a +20 to a -20 , the distribution of the 39 
families with children having left the home resulted in 23 families 
in the category of low mobility , meaning that the parent ' s  prestige 
scores were still above the children ' s  average. On the other hand , 
there were 16 families where the childre� had gone beyond their 
parents in prestige ratings. The remainder of the cases which did 
not respond were those families who had either no children or whose 
children had not left the home. 
Anomie : Another characteristic considered to be typical of those 
persons in the Culture of Poverty is "high anomie" i . e . , the social 
psychological tendency for one to feel having been "left out" or 
alienated from society. An attempt was made by the researcher to 
get a m.easure 0£ the extent of anomie Irom the respondents in this 
study using Srole ' s  Anomie Scale of five questions. 82 The five 
questions asked as  a part of the Srole Scale referred to the "chance 
of finding happiness in life today, " "the ability to count on other 
82
n. L. Meir and William Bell, "Anomie and Differentia]. Access 
to Achievement of Life Goals, " American Sociologi cal Review, XXIV, 
(April, 1959 ), pp . 189-202 . 
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pers ons , "  "having to live pretty much for today and letting tomorrow 
care for itself, " "the lot of the average man getting worse and not 
better, " and "the extent to which people really care what happens to 
the next fellow . "  
The respondents were given an opportunity t o  respond to a 4-
point scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree whereby a 
strongly or mildly agree was given 1 point and mildly or strongly 
disagree was given a score of O .  On the basis of the responses to 
the anomie scale, a distribution from a possible +5 to O was set up 
whereby 59 respondents out of the 120 reflected scores of 3 to 5 or 
high anomie, and 64 respondents reflected scores of O to 2 indicating 
low anomie. 
Present-Future Orientation :  Another assumption stated in the 
literature concerning members of the Culture of Poverty has been 
that of "present orientation" rather than "future orientation" for 
low income people. On the basis of this inf ormation an  attempt was 
made to design a meas ure of present versus future orientation .  This 
measure consists of seven items such as "the respondent ' s  attitude 
toward saving for tomorrow", "whether or not one should plan for 
tomorrow", "the extent to which luck plays a part in one ' s  future", 
"their attitude toward accepting one ' s poverty as being an  inborn 
trait" , "their attitude toward spending money while they have it, "  
"the right of an individual to go into debt to buy those items which 
might contribute to his leisure or enjoyment" , and "one ' s ability to 
predict what tomorrow might bring . "  
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The respondent was given an opportunity to indicate his 
agreement with each item on a four-point scale from strongly agree 
to strongly disagree. On the basis of this 4-point scale and the 
seven items involved , a range from 28 points to 7 points was possible. 
The range of scores was quite evenly distributed along this continuum 
and on the basis of this _distribution , a dichotomy was made into 
present and future orientation. The division of respondents into a 
present and future orientation resulted in 50 families or approximately 
42 percent of the sample being of a present orientation and 70 families 
or 58 percent with a future orientation. 
Isolation: The ninth characteristic indicated in literature as 
pertaining to the Culture of Poverty approach is that of high 
isolation of low income families from the outside world. For pur­
poses of testing the applicability of the total approach, it was 
necessary to design the measure of isolation reflecting the extent 
to which the families involved in this study tend to be removed from 
contact with society� It was felt that one might measure isolation 
or the families • · contact with the outside world through the various 
facilities that they have within the homes as well as their participa­
tion outside the home . 
Eight items were brought together as a measure of isolation. 
Whether or not the family in question had access to a television set , 
a radio , a newspaper , magazines , an automobile, telephone, the extent 
to which they visit outside the home and their participation in 
organizations were used as partial measures of isolation from the 
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outside. Through the · use of a panel of students asked to rank the 
items, weights were assigned various items. The panel reported that 
such items as television, radio, and newspapers were of primary 
importance in maintaining contact with the outside ; second in 
importance were magazines, automobile, and telephone; and third in 
importance were visiting and organization participation. On the 
basis of the weighting of these items, a potential score of 53 _ points 
and a minimum score of 27 points could be attained. 
The distribution of scores ranging between these two points 
indicated an almost normal distribution of scores spread along this 
continuum. An arbitrary decision was made to dichotomize the 120 
cases at- a point along the continuum whereby a score of 45 or above 
was considered low isolation and encompassed 65 families whereas a 
score below 45 was designated as high isolation and reflected 55 
families or approximately 46 percent of the sample. 
Autocratic versus Democratic :  Herzog has indicated in her compilation 
of Culture of Poverty characteristics that· low-income persons can be 
characterized as more autocratic than democratic in their family 
relations ; therefore, an attempt was _made to measure the autocratic 
or democratic characteristics of the families involved in this study . 
Through an examination of items from the Traditional Family Ideology 
Index, it was decided to use four items as a measure of either an 
autocratic or democratic characterization of the families involved . 83 
83Marvin E.  Shaw and Jack M . Wright, Scales for Measurement of 
Attitudes (New York : McGraw-Hill Co . , 1967 ) , pp . 66-69 . 
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The four items covered such aspects as the right of a child to 
talk back to his parents in relation to the respect he has for 
them, the child ' s  feelings of love and gratitude to his parents , 
the family ' s  attitudes on equality in marriage in reference to 
decision making on family matters, and attitudes concerning whether 
or not a woman should ever be placed in a position of authority over 
men .  
The respondent was asked to respond to these statements on  a 
four point scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree. A 
response of strongly agree yielded a score of +2 and strongly dis­
agree a score of -2 . On the basis of these four items a range of 
from +8 to -8 was possible. The overall distribution of scores from 
the 120 respondents indicated a large grouping of scores in the 
middle categoreis making it quite difficult to divide the distribu­
tion into a dichotonzy-. An item analysis of the four items revealed 
that one question did not adequately discriminate between an auto­
cratic and a democratic orientation, namely the question referring 
to a child' s  feeling a great feeling of love, gratitude, and respect 
for his parents . The item was dropped . On the basis of the new 
distribution, a range of +6 to -6 was used which provided a more 
adequate distribution for a dichotomy of autocratic and democratic 
family orientation. The resultant dichotomy placed 78 families or 
approximately 65 percent of the sample into the autocratic category 
and 42 families or approximately 35 percent of the families into 
the democratic category. 
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Attitudes Toward Education : One of the assumptions of the Culture 
of Poverty is that the persons within the poverty segment see little 
or no value in education as a way out of their predicament . On the 
basis of this assumption an attempt was made to measure the attitudes 
toward education on the part of. the respondents in this study . Nine 
items were used as a measure of soliciting a favorable or unfavorable 
attitude toward education. These referred to such items as children 
getting too much education, the effect education has on· an individual, 
the contribution of education in meeting the problems of real life, 
the decision to continue schooling or to go out and get a job, the 
extent to which money is being mishandled or being spent unneces­
sarily in education today, and the effect education has on getting a 
job today were among the nine items used as a part of this measure . 
The respondent using a 4-point scale was given the option of 
strongly agreeing to strongly disagreeing with each of the nine 
items . An item analysis was done whereby a number of questions 
which did not discriminate between a favorable and unfavorable 
attitude were eliminated. Six questions were selected out of the 
original nine as a measure of favorable or unfavorable attitudes .  
Those questions which were eliminated referred to young people 
getting too much education, education being more valuable than 
most people think it is, and a third question relating to education 
and its effe ct on getting a job today. The six remaining questions 
served as the basis fer a dichotomy with a score of from 4 t� 6 
reflecting a favorable attitude and a score from O to 3 reflecting 
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an unfavorable attitude toward education. The result placed 78 
families or approximately 65 percent in a favorable category with 
the remaining 42 families in an unfavorable category. 
Family Stability: The twelfth characteristic attributed to the poor 
in the Culture of Poverty scheme is high family instability. The 
researcher attempted to measure family stability not only on the 
parental or marital relationship but also on the relationships of 
parent to child and the family to society. Ten items were used.to 
attempt to elicit replies on the extent of family instability among 
the 120 families under study. The ten items used as a measure took 
into consideration the extent to which either spouse had left home 
due to some marital conflict, the extent to which the children have 
ever been in trouble with the law, and the extent to which alcoholism 
has been a serious problem in the household. Other items referred 
to the extent to which the children have left home due to conflict 
with the parents, the extent to which either of the parents have 
been in trouble with the law, the extent to which friction occurs 
between the two parents, and the extent to which friction occurs 
between the children and their parents. The eighth, ninth, and 
tenth items were used as indicators of family instability on the 
basis of previous literature. Previous literature indicates that 
residential mobility , occupational mobility , and present marital 
status of the parents are necessary in arry measurement of family 
stability. 
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The ten items utilized as a measure of family stability were 
weighted on the basis of the response of a panel of 20 students who 
were enrolled in a family class. These students were asked to rank 
the ten items in order from first to last as to those which they 
considered most indicative and least indicative of family instability. 
The ranking that resulted placed divorce, parents having left home 
due to conflict, separation, and alcoholism to be the most important. 
On the other hand, occupational mobility, the extent to which parents 
have been in trouble with the law,  and residential mobility were 
ranked as least important. The relationship of children to the law, 
friction between parents, children having left home due to conflict 
with their parents, and friction between children and parents were 
ranked in the middle category. 
On the basis of the weighting ranking of items the resulting 
range was from O to 63 points. The distribution of scores was 
dichotomized resulting in 84 families being placed into the high 
stability category and 36 families or approximately 30 percent of 
the sample in the low stability category. 
Economic Security : The thirteenth characteristic set forth as being 
found among the poor is that of low economic security. Without a 
basis offered to measure the extent of this characteristic among 
the poor, the researcher drew upon the works of S. M. Miller and 
84 
his use of this variable in his typological approach. The poverty 
84 S. M. Miller, op. cit . ,  p .  4J. 
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typology developed by B .  M. Miller involves a combination of two 
variables, one of which he entitles "economic security. "  He uses 
as a criterion of economic security the extent of unemployment of 
the household head within the last year ' s  time . The question asked 
of the respondents as to the extent to which the household head has 
been unemployed during the last year fits Miller ' s  criterion. In 
response to the question, it was found that 89 families had no 
unemployment whatsoever within the last year ' s  time. In comparison 
to that group, 28 families had experienced eight or more weeks of 
unemployment within the last year ' s  period . 
On the basis of Miller ' s  definition, an attempt was made to 
dichotomize the 120 families whereby all families who had either 
experienced no unemployment in the last year or up through eight 
weeks were typed as being economically secure, and those families 
experiencing over eight· weeks unemployment were typed as the econom­
ically insecure families. On the basis of this dichotomy- the result 
was 94 families being considered as economically secure and 26 
families falling into the category of economically insecure. 
Occupational Mobility: Literature concerning the poverty stricken 
in .America has pointed out that low-income people can be characterized 
with high occupational mobility . Defining this term of occupational 
mobility as the tendency to move from one job to another excessively, 
an attempt was made to gain a measure of this through the use of a 
ratio of the number of years of marriage to the number of different 
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jobs which household heads have held since marriage . This was done 
in order to give some basis of comparison between individual respon­
dents who varied in age. Using this ratio of the number of moves 
by the years of marriage, the range of ratio scores were from a high 
of J . O  to a low of . 01 .  On the basis of the distribution which took 
on a bimodal characteristic, a dichotomy was made at . 25 (example ; 
two jobs in eight years of marriage) dividing the group of respon­
dents into a high mobility and a l� mobility segment. On the basis 
of the dichotonzy-, 67 families or about 56 percent of the sample could 
be characterized with low occupational mobility and the remaining 53 
families with high mobility. 
D. The Test of Applicability 
For purposes of testing the "concept of homogeneity, " or the 
extent to which the respondents in this study possess the Culture 
of Poverty characteristics, the following rationale is offered. 
Previous literature has indicated that those families considered 
to be in a state of poverty can be characterized by a set of homo­
geneous characteristics .  Fourteen of those characteristics assigned 
the poor have been operationalized s o  that their presence or absence 
can be determined. Without an explicit statement by the proponents 
of the Culture of Poverty on the necessity of all families possessing 
all characteristics, it was felt by the researcher th�t not all 
fourteen characteristics need be present for a Culture of Poverty 
to exist . Therefore, a decision was made to allow some flexibility 
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in classifying families in the Culture of Poverty category. 
On the basis of this reasoning, the researcher suggests that 
in order for any family to be included in the Culture of Poverty, 
they should possess eight of the fourteen characteristics assigned 
them. This means that the 120 families in the sample will be 
examined to determine the number of CUlture of Poverty charac­
teristics each possesses. For those families who hrve eight or 
more of these characteristics, the Culture of Poverty description 
will be accepted. On the other hand, if it is found that a family 
possesses less than eight characteristics, they will not be con­
sidered as representative of the Culture of Poverty theme (the 
hypothesis of homogeneity) they will lend support to the hypothesis 
of heterogeneity. In slllTllllary then, in order for the Culture of 
Poverty scheme to serve as a basis of classifying the rural low­
income families represented in this study, it must fulfill the 
above requirements. The following table will serve as the basis of 
analyzing the applicability of the concept and testing Hypothesis 
II. 
The first column under the nNumber of characteristics possessed 
by the family" refers to the fourteen characteristics previously 
cited as being representative of the poor. The second column refers 
to the number of families in this study who possess a given number 
of these characteristics . Three families possess only one of the 
total fourteen characteristics . At the same time , it will be. noted 
Table 14. NU111ber of Families Possessing 
Characteristics of the Culture of Poverty 
Number of characteristics 
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that there are no families in this study who possess more than 
eleven of the characteristics. 
As was pointed out previously, a guideline for testing the 
applicability of the Culture of Poverty classification scheme � a 

















fourteen characteristics. Only 29 of the total 120 families fall 
below this level and, therefore, could be considered to be of the 
Culture of Poverty type. On the other hand, 91 of the total 120 
families possess less than one-half of the fourteen characteristics. 
This finding indicates that, contrary to the hypothesis of homo-
geneity, a hypothesis of hetero�eneity is supported with the pos­
sibility of several types to be found with the low-income segment. 
HYpothesis II 
Those farnil characteristics deemed essential to the Culture of Poverty concept will not be �ound to be distributed homogeneously throughout the low-income families selected as a sar�rµle for this study. 
On the basis of these findings, then, the hypothesis of hetero-
geneity must be accepted, and the hypothesis of a Culture of Poverty 
(hypothesis of homogeneity) must be rejected . In conclusion it can 
be said that given a criterion demar.,J.ing only one-half of the total 
assigned characteristics, there are less than one-fourth of the 
total families in this study which can be typed as members of the 
Culture of Poverty. 
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CHAPI'ER VII 
FINDINGS RELATING TO THE TYPOLOGICAL APPROACH 
A .  Introduction 
Given the acceptance of the second general hypothesis of this 
study which is a refutation of the Culture of Poverty assumptions of 
homogeneity of selected characteristics, it is in order to  proceed 
with the examination of the third objective and general hypothesis 
of this study. The third objective of this study is an attempt to 
analyze the data so as to detect possible poverty types among the 
sample of rural low-income families : 
Objective III 
If heterogeneity of the characteristics among the 
families is discovered, an attempt will be made to 
delineate possible poverty types within the sample 
of low-income families to determine the characteristics 
associated with each type. 
As is indicated in the above objective the purpose of this 
phase of the study is two-fold: to atte�pt to delineate a number 
of poverty types ,  and to test the association of selected variables 
with these types . 
A number of writers have focused attention on designing 
typologies of the poor based on such characteristics as family 
stability,  economic security , marital status , and precipitating 
causes of poverty . Each of these attempts has been oriented 
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toward providing a typology based on a few relevant characteristics 
of the poor. It will be the purpose of this analysis to examine a 
number of characteristics attributed to the poor so as to delineate 
those which may serve to better provide a basis for typologies of 
rural poverty families . 
Utilizing the fourteen characteristics set forth by the Culture 
of Poverty proponents as a basis, an attempt will be made to seek 
out poverty types among the 120 families selected for study. Once 
this has been accomplished the second phase of the objective will 
take the form of testing the association between a number of char­
acteristics which are found not to be associated with the poverty 
types , leaving a set of associated characteristics which will serve 
as a basis of better understanding the heterogeneity among the 
rural poor . 
B .  Development of the Typology 
On the basis of the distribution of families in regard to pos­
session of the combinations of Culture of Poverty characteristics, 
a number of groupings or types may be derived. Looking at the fol­
lowing table ( Table 15) ,  it is apparent that one can dichotomize the 
total 120 families into those having been accepted as reflecting the . 
Culture of Poverty with eight or more characteristics and those with 
less than eight. ( Line A)  The result of such a dichotonzy- indicates 
29 families or approximately 24 percent of the sample in the Culture 
of Poverty type with the remaining 91 families above that level .  
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Table 15 . Poverty Types Based on the Number of Families 
Possessing Characteristics of the Culture of Poverty 
Poverty Number of Number of families Number of 
type characteristics possessing combinations families by 
possessed of characteristics characteristics 
l XXX 3 
Type I 
2 XXX 3 
Poverty 
J XXXXX XX:XXX X 11 
4 xxxxx: xxx:xx xxxxx xxxxx xxxxx 25 
B 
5 XXX:XX XX:XXX XXXXX XXX 18 
Type II 6 xxxxx xxxxx :xxxxx 15 Poverty 
7 X:XXXX: XXXXX ·XXXXX X 16 
A 
8 XXX:XX XXXXX X 11 
9 :X:X:X::X:X XX:X:XX X 11 
10 XXXX:X X 6 
Type III 11 X 
1 





Through the use of the Chi-Square test for distribution in a 
preliminary analysis of the two poverty types of Culture of Poverty 
( 29 families) and non-Culture of Poverty (91 families) ,  it was found 
that no significant association existed between the typology and a 
number of characteristics assumed by the researcher to be associ­
ated. 85 Previous experi_ence by the researcher with a number of 
poverty families through contacts before, during, and since the 
initial survey raised a question as to whether there may be a group 
of families represented in the sample who possess only a few of . the 
assigned characteristics and may be further delineated by a division 
of the 91 non-Culture of Poverty families. Stephen Schensul, in a 
study previously mentioned in the review of literature, found such 
a poverty segment to exist among low-income families in a rural 
northern Minnesota community. His findings indicated a group of 
families in a "twilight zone of poverty" who reflected few of the 
characteristics usually attributed to the poor. 86 
On the basis of these findings it was decided to further divide 
the non-Culture of Poverty segment into groups whereby those families 
possessing four or less characteristics (42 families) were separated 
from those families possessing five through seven of the charac­
teristics (49 families) .  (Line B )  On the basis of this trichotomy 
85see Chapter III, "Research Design, " for the rationale for 
using the Chi-Square test for association. 
86 Schensul, .2.E.· cit . ,  pp. 30-40. 
an examination of the three types in regard to detailed charac­
teristics revealed that the middle groups of families (5 to 7 
characteristics )  were moving back and forth between the Culture 
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of Poverty and non-Culture of Poverty on selected characteristics 
and served to distort the findings of associations when a two­
category typology was used. It was felt by the researcher that 
through a division of the non-Culture of Poverty group into two 
types, a more realistic analysis could be accomplished. On the 
basis of this trichotomy, 3 groupings of families are delineated : 
first, the Culture of Poverty ( to be referred to as  Type III 
families ) ,  secondly a middle grouping (to be referred to as Type 
II families),  and thirdly a group (Type I families ) possessing few 
of the characteristics  often attributed to the poverty s tricken in 
America .  
The above typology based on combinations of the fourteen 
characteristics  provides a basis of determining the association 
between the types of low-income families and a number of variables 
under study. The outcome of this analysis will provide an insight 
into which characteristics  may best be used as indicators of the 
various low-income family types . 
C .  Association of Selected Characteristics and Poverty Types 
The analysis of the association between the typology and the 
selected variables i s  based on the assumption that those charac­
teristics utilized as a means of constructing the typology will 
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not be randomly distributed throughout the three poverty types. It 
is assumed that such an analysis in search of significant differences 
will yield a number of findings indicating that there is an associa­
tion between some of the variables and the poverty types. At the 
same time it is expected that a number of the characteristics selected 
for analysis will not be found associated and therefore will be 
rejected as contributing significantly to the typology. 
The following analysis will incorporate the original fourteen 
Culture of Poverty characteristics along with eight other variables 
felt to be of importance in understanding the poor. A number of 
these additional eight are presently being used to define poverty and 
therefore may provide insights into their relevance in relation to 
this sample of 120 families. Each variable will be analyzed through 
the use of the Chi-Square test for significant difference with an 
interpretation of the data to follow each test. 
Education of Household Head: On the basis of the literature 
relating to the Culture of Poverty, it is assumed that the amount 
of education of the household head will be found to be associated 
with different levels of poverty. Appendix Table 32 gives the 
educational attainment of family household heads in each of the 
three types. One will note the average level of attainment is nearly 
one and one-half years higher for the Type I poverty families as 
opposed to both Types II and III. On the basis of previous 
literature , it will be hypothesized that educational attainment 
will be associated with the typology of poverty. Stated in the 
null form, it will be hypothesized that: 
Hypothesis I: Educational attainment of the 
household head is not significantly 
associated with the poverty types. 
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The statistical test for association between the two variables 
reveals a probability of . 02. (Table 16) Since this probability is 
below the . 05 level of significance , the null hypothesis is rejected, 
which is interpreted to mean that an association does exist between 
the two variables. 
Table 16 . Educational Attainment of Household Head 














2 = 7. 356 
No . 'f, 
20 47. 6 
22 52 . 4  
42 100.0 
P = )  . 02 
No . 'f, 
23 46.9 
26 5J . l 
49 100.0 
DF = 2 
No. % 
22 75.9 
7 24. 1  
29 100. 0 
N = 120 
An interpretation of the data in Table 16 indicates that a 
much smaller proportion of Type III poverty families have higher 
educational attainment as compared to Types I and II . It will 
also be noted that the proportional difference between Types . I and 
II are minimal, indicating that these two types could not be 
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considered as being drastically different on this characteristic.  
Occupation of Household Head : A characteristic cited in the 
literature as commoniy found among the poverty stricken is employ­
ment in undesirable manual labor jobs. Table 16 classifies 111 of 
the households into either a labor or non-labor occupation, with 
nine household heads classified as unemployed or retired. On the 
basis of existing research it is hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 2 :  The laborer-non-laborer types of 
occupations are not significantly 
associated with the poverty types. 
The statistical test for association between the two variables 
of occupation type and poverty type yields a probability greater 
than . 001. Since th · s probability is below the . 05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis is rejected indicating an associa-
tion to exist between the variables. 








No . '/, 
5 11. 9 
37 88 . 1  
42 100 . 0  




17 37 . 8  
28 62. 2 
45 100. 0 




No . % 
17 70 . 8  
7 29 .2  
24 100 . 0  
N = 111 . 
response = 9 
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An interpretation of the data in Table 17 indicates a greater 
proportion of Type I and II poverty stricken to be in non-laborer 
occupations as opposed to Type III which reflects a high proportion 
of household heads in the laborer category. 
Carrying this analysis several steps further , one will observe 
in Appendix Table JJ that in all three tYPes the majority of res­
pondents are single j ob holders. However, one will also note that 
in the case of the Type I families there tends to be more multiple 
job holding. 
Appendix Table J4 indicates again the larger proportion of all 
three types engaged in full-time occupations. Yet one will als o  note 
that in the case of the Type I families there tends to be a larger 
proportion holding part-time j obs, possibly reflecting the previous 
characteristics of multiple job holdings. 
Economic Security : A closely associated variable to those discussed 
previously is  that of economic security as measured by the extent of 
unemployment within the last year . Appendix Table 35 reflects the 
extensivenes s of unemployment for the three types from no unemploy­
ment to over 37 weeks within the la.st 12 month period. One will 
note the higher proportion of Type I poverty families which have 
experienced no unemployment as compared to Type II and III. 
In an attempt to test the association between economic security 
and the three poverty types , the variable of unemployment is di­
chotomized into high security ( 0-8 weeks of unemployment) and low 
security (9 or more weeks of unemployment) .  Previous literature 
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would indicate an association between the two variables. Stated in 






x2 = 8 . 140 
Hypothesis ,3 :  Economic security as measured by extent 
of unemployment is not significantly 
as sociated with the poverty ty:pes. 
Table 18 . Economic Security by Poverty Type 
Poverty Poverty :Poverty 
Type I Type II Type III 
No . <f, No. 'f, No . 'f, 
.39 92. 9  .34 69 .4 21 72. 4  
3 7 . 1  15 .30 . 6  8 27. 6  
42 100 . 0  49 100 . 0  29 100 . 0  
P = ) . 02 DF = 2 N = 120 
The statistical test for association between extent of unemploy­
ment and poverty type yields a probability greater than . 02 and is  
below that of the .-05 level of significance ; thus, the null hypothesis 
is rejected indicating there is a significant association between the 
variables. A very- high proportion (9.3 percent) of the Type I poverty 
families reflect high economic security or �ow unemployment rates. 
On the other hand, both Type II and III show higher proportions of 
low economic security. 
Retraining Desires : One question often raised concerning the poverty 
stricken is that of their desire for retraining programs as a means 
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of helping themselves out of their poverty situation. One would 
assume that there would be a significant association between this 
variable and the poverty types being considered. Stated in the null 
form, it is hypothesized that : 
Hypothesis 4 :  Retraining desires are not significantly 
associated with the three poverty types. 
Table 19 . Retraining Desires by Poverty Types 
Retraining Poverty Poverty Poverty 
desires Type I 
No. % 
Yes 11 30 . 6  
No 25 69 . 4  
Total 36 100 . 0  
x2 = . 6.59 p = ( . 70 
Type II 
No . % 
17 J8 . 6  
27 61 .4 
44 100 . 0  




10 38 . 5 
16 61. 5  
26 100 . 0  
N = 106 
response = 14 
The test for association between poverty type and retraining 
desires indicates a probability of between . 80 and . 70 .  Since this 
is above the . 05 level of significance , the null hypothesis is not 
rejected , thus indicating no significant association between the 
two variables . 
An interpretation of Table 19 indicates a near similar propor­
tion of all three types in both categories of retraining desires . 
All three types indicate a high proportion not seeking retraining . 
. . . . . , • . 
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Occupational mobility: A variable closely related to the previous 
discus sion is that of the extent to which the respondents have held 
different jobs. High occupational mobility as measured by the number 
of jobs held in one ' s  marital lifetime has been set £orth in the 
literature as being characteristic of poverty families . On the 
basis of the literature, it is hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 5 : Occupational mobility is not significantly 
associated with the poverty types. 
Table 20 . Occupational Mobility by Poverty Type 
Occupational Poverty Poverty Poverty 
mobility Type I Type II Type III 
No . % No . % No . % 
High 1.5 3.5 . 7  19 38 . 8  19 65 . 5  
Low 27 64. 3  30 61. f  10 34 • .5 
Total 42 100 . 0  49 100 . 0  29 100 . 0  
x2 = 7 . 227 p = ( . 02 DF = 2 N = 120 
Table 20 shows the proportion of families in each poverty type 
that fall either into the high or low mobility type. The data 
indicate the number of moves to be somewhat- lower for the Type I 
families as compared to both Types II and III. The statistical test 
for association reveals a probability of between . 05 and . 02 .  Since 
this probability is below the . 0.5 level of significance , the null 
hypothesis must be rejected indicating an association does exist. 
Further interpretation of the table indicates a reverse 
relationship as the greater proportion of Type I and II poverty 
families have low mobility whereas the greatest proportion of 
Type III poverty families possess higher mobility rates. 
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Income 'Iype: One question raised concerning the three poverty 
types is that of the connection between income level and poverty 
types. (Appendix Table 36) Without existing literature to serve 





Hypothesis 6 :  Income type as measured by high or low 
income is not significantly associated 
with the poverty types. 
Table 21 . Income Type by Poverty Type 
Poverty 
Type I 







($0-199 per month) 
25 59 . 5  25 51 . 0  13 44. 8 
High 
($200+ per month) 
17 40 .5 24 49 . 0  16 55 . 2 
Total 42 100. 0 49 100 � 0  29 100 . 0  
x2 = 1 . 539 P = )  . 50 DF = 2 N = 120 
. · . · • ·  , • ' 
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The statistical test for association yields a probability of 
.50 . Since this is above the . 05 level of significance, we must 
accept the null hypothesis indicating no significant association 
between the variables under analysis. Further interpretation of 
the data in Appendix Table 36 reveals an interesting pattern. 
Although no significant association is found to exist, the average 
incomes of those families in the Type III poverty are above both 
Types I and II . This raises a number of questions concerning 
previously analyzed variables. 
Residence : A question may be asked as to whether or not the 
residence of the family is an important variable in differentiating 
between the poverty types under consideration .  Table 22 indicates 
a highest proportion of Type I families to be found in the non­
farm segment . The Type II poverty families are to be found for the 
most part in the rural non-farm segment whereas in Type III the 
families are more closely divided between the rural farm and non­
farm segment. On the basis of the proportional distribution, it 
is hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 7 :  Residence in the form of rural farm, and 
non-farm, is not significantly associated 
with the three poverty types . 
The statistical test for association indicates a probability 
of . 02.  Since this is below the . 05 level of significance, the null 
hyPothesis is rejected indicating a significant association between 





Table 22 . Residence by Poverty Type 
Poverty Poverty 
Type I 
No . % 
Type II 
No . % 
25 59 . 5  15 J0 . 6  
17 40 . 5  34 69 . 4  
42 100 . 0  49 100 . 0  
p = ( . 02 DF = 2 
Poverty 
Type III 
No . t1/, 
12 41 . 4  
17 58. 6  
29 100 . 0  
N = 120 
Residential Mobility: Another Culture of Poverty characteristic 
closely related to the discussion of residence is residential 
mobility. Previous literature concerning the poverty stricken 
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has indicated that high residential mobility is common among the 
poor . Appendix Table 37 reflects the extent of residential mobility 
for each of the three poverty types. 
An analysis of the table indicates a somewhat higher proportion 
of Type I families having never moved or having moved once or twice 
as compared to Types II and III .  Both Types I I  and III reflect a 
somewhat higher proportion in the 3-6 moves category and Type II 
reflects 8 families with seven or more moves in their marital life­
time. The average number of moves reflects the least mobility in  
Type I families . 
Residential mobility as measured by a ratio of number of moves 
to years of marriage yields a distribution of scores which were 
dichotomized into high and low residential mobility. On the basis  
of previous literature , it is hypothesized that : 
. .  • , • • ·  ' . . . 
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Hypothesis. 8 :  Residential mobility is not significantly 
as sociated with the three poverty types . 











11 26. 2  
31 73 . 8  
42 100 . 0  




17 J4. 7  
-32 65.3 
49 100 . 0  





10 34. 5 
29 100 . 0 
N = 120 
The Chi-Square test for association reflects a probability of 
between . 01 and . 001 . Since this falls below the . 05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis will be rejected indicating that 
a significant association does exist between the variables under 
analysis. Further interpretation of the data in Table 23 indicates 
that when years of -marriage are taken into consideration, the pro­
portion of Type III families in the high mobility category is much 
greater with the reverse of this true in the Type I and II families . 
Birthplace of Household Head : Closely related to the question of 
residence and residential mobility is that of the birthplace of the 
household head in relation to poverty types . Since no previous 
research or literature can be found to support or deny s uch a 
relationship, it will be hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 9 : Birthplace of household head is not 
significantly associated with the 
three poverty types. 
Table 24. Birthplace of Household Head by Poverty Type 
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Birthplace of Poverty . Poverty Poverty 
household head Type I 
'f, 
Type II Type III 
No . No. % No . % 
In same county 20 47 . 6  22 44. 9 11 .37. 9  
In same state 14 33.3 17 34. 7  10 34. 5 
Out of state 8 19. 1  10 20 . 4  8 27 . 6  
Total 42 100 . 0  49 100 . 0  29 100 . 0  
x
2 
= 1 . 013 P = ( . 90 DF = 4 N = 120 
The statistical test for association yields a probability of 
. 90.  Since this is above the . 05 level set for significance, the 
null form of the hypothesis will be accepted indicating no signifi­
cant association to exist between birthplace and poverty type. One 
will note in Table 24, however, that in the case of all three types 
the largest proportion of household heads were born within those 
counties in which they presently reside . On the other hand, only 
26 of the . total 120 heads originally came from outside the state, 
and again reflects low mobility rates for the group as a whole. 
Age of Household Head : One would assume that age of the family 
head would have a great deal to do with the family ' s  poverty. 
situation. Previous research does not offer any suggestions as 
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to how this might be related. Appendix Table 38 reflects the 
distribution of household heads by age for each of the three 
poverty types . Examination of the three types reveals a high 
proportion of Type I and III family heads to be in the 30-44 year 
age group whereas the Type II poverty families are somewhat older . 
The average age would reflect this for Type II and even more so 
in the form of the median age which would compensate for the 
extremes . 
On the basis of previous literature and the differences 
reflected in Appendix Table 38, one would assume that an associa­
tion exists between the two variables. Stated in the null form, 
it is hypothesized that : 
Hypothesis 10 : Age of household head is not 
significantly as sociated with the 
three poverty types . 
A statistical test for association reveals a probability of 
between . 10 and . 05 .  Since this is above the . 05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis is accepted indicating no 
significant association to exist between the two variables under 
consideration . 
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Table 25 . Age of Household Head by Poverty Type 
Age of Poverty Poverty Poverty 
household Type I Type II Type III 
head No. 1, No. 1, No. % 
20-J4 years 7 16 . 7  10 20 . 4  10 .31+.5  
35-54 years 24 57.1  19 38 . 8  14 48 . 3  
55-over years 11 26 . 2  20 40 . 8  5 17 . 2  
Total 42 100 . 0  49 100 . 0  29 100 . 0  
x
2 = 7 . 932 P = ) . 10 DF = 4 N = 120 
Sex of Household Head : Previous research concerning poverty families 
ln America reveals a high proportion of female household heads. A 
question may be asked as to whether or not this factor plays a role 
in differentiating the three poverty types delineated in this study. 
Table 26 would indicate a total of 24 female heads, one-half of 
which a�e to be found under the Type II poverty family. 
On the basis of this data, it is hypothesized in the null form 
that : 
Hypothesis 11 : Sex of Household head is not 
significantly associated with 
the three poverty types. 
The Chi-Square test for association reveals a probability of 
. 50 .  Since this probability is above the . 05 level of significance, 
the null hypothesis will be accepted thereby indicating no signifi­
cant association between the two variables of sex of household head 
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and poverty type. 







x2 = 1. 52 
Poverty 
Type I 
No . · % 
36 85. 7 
6 14.3 
42 100 . 0  
P = )  .50 
Poverty 
Type II 
No . % 
37 75. 5 
12 24 . 5 
49 100 . 0  
DF = 2 
Poverty 
Type III 
No . % 
23 79 . 3 
6 20 . 7  
29 100 . 0  
N = 120 
Size of Family: One common characteristic assigned poverty families 
is that of large family size. An examination of Appendix Table 39 
would indicate that both Type II and III families reflect higher 
proportions in the 1 to 8 member categories and a smaller proportion 
in the 9 and over categories as compared to the Type I poverty. The 
average size of family also reflects this as Type I II families 
possess an average size of 5. 8  persons. On the basis of previous 
research one would assume a significant association to exist. It 
will be hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 12 : Size of family is not significantly 









Table 27 . Size of Family by Poverty Type 
Poverty 
Type I 
No . % 
9 21.4 
18 42. 9  
1.5 35. 7  




16 32 . 7 
18 36. 7 
15 30 . 6 





10 34. 5  
13 44. 8 
6 20 . 7 
29 100 . 0  
x2 = 2 . 818 P = )  . 70 DF = 4 N = 1.20 
The statistical test for association indicates a probability 
of . 70. Because this probability is above the . 05 level of 
significance the null hypothesis is accepted indicating no 
significant association to exist between size of family and 
poverty type. 
Socioeconomic Status : Socioeconomic status has been indicated in 
the Culture of Poverty literature as associated with poverty status. 
Through an adaptation of the Sewell Socioeconomic Scale an attempt 
was made to obtain a measure of this characteristic. On the basis 
of existing literature , it is hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis lJ : Socioeconomic status of the family is not 
significantly associated with the poverty 
types under consideration. 
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2 = 21. 928 
Poverty 
Type I 
No . % 
33 78 . 6  
9 21 .4  
42 100 . 0  
p = )  . 001 
Poverty Poverty 
Type II Type III 
No . % No. % 
33 67 . 3  9 31 . 0 
16 32 . 7  20 69 . 0  
49 100 . 0  29 100 . 0  
DF = 2 N = 120 
The statistical test for association indicates a probability of 
greater than . 001 .  Since this is  below the . 05 level of  significance, 
the null hypothesis is rejected indicating that there is a significant 
association between socioeconomic status and poverty type . 
An interpretation of the data in Table 28 reveals a high pro­
portion of both Type I and II families possessing a high socio­
economic status.  Ori the other hand, the type III families reflect 
a high proportion in the category of low socioeconomic status . 
Health Status : Culture of Poverty literature has indicated that one 
of the characteristics most commonly found among the poor is poor 
health . An attempt has been made in this study to gain an insight 
into the extensiveness of this phenomenon. Health status has been 
operationally defined as the presence or absence of serious illness 
in the family . On the basis of existing literature , it is hypoth­
esized in the null form that : 






Hypothesis 14 : Health status of the family is  not 
significantly ass ociated with the 
three poverty types. 
Table 29 .  Family Health Status by Poverty Type 
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Poverty Poverty Poverty 
Type I 
No . '1, 
6 14. 3  
36 85 . 7 
42 100 . 0  
Type II 
No . '1, 
22 44. 9 
27 55 . 1  
49 100 . 0  
Type III 
No . <f/; 
16 55 . 2  
13 44 . 8  
29 100 . 0  
x
2 = 14. 727 p = )  . 001 DF · = 2 N = 120 
The statistical test for association of the two variables of 
health status and poverty type reveals a probability of greater 
than . 001 . Since this probability is below the . 05 level of 
significance the null hypothesis is rejected assuming that a 
significant ass ociation does exist between the two variables under 
consideration. 
Closer examination 0£ Table 29 reveals a gradual increas e  in 
the proportion of families with a good health status as one moves 
from Type III to Type I poverty. Type III poverty families reflect 
an almost even proportion, slightly weighted to the poor health 
status category . 
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Anomie : One characteristic used as a measure of the applicability 
of the Culture of Poverty approach was the extent of anomie among 
the poverty people . Previous literature concerning poverty and 
anomie indicates anomie to be higher among the poor. As previously 
defined , anomie as  measured by the Srole Scale consists of the 
extent to which the respondent feels having been "left out" of 
society. On the basis of previous research , it is hypothesized in 
the null form that : 
- Hypothesis 15 : Anomie as measured through the Srole 
Scale is not significantly associated 
with the three poverty types . 
Table JO . Extent of Anomie by Poverty Type 
Poverty Poverty Poverty 
Anomie Type III Type I Type II 





2 = 26 . 950 
No . % 
6 14.J 
36 85. 7  
42 100. 0 
p = ) .001 
28 57. 1 
21 42. 9 
49 100 . 0  
DF = 2 
No . % 
23 
6 
29 100.0  
N = 120 
The statistical test for as sociation reveals a probability of 
greater than . 001 . Since this probability is below the . 05 level 
of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected, therefore indica­
ting a significant relation to exist between anomie and the poverty 
. • , • • ' • ' . 
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typology. 
Interpretation of Table 30 indicates a reversal in the propor­
tion of families possessing either high or low anomie as one moves 
from the Type I to the Type III poverty families. One will also 
note that in reference to the Type II poverty , the proportion of 
families possessing eit�er high or low anomie is nearly equally 
divided .  In general , the interpretation of the table would indicate 
that the Type III poverty families possess a much higher degree of 
anomie · or "feelings of being left out" than is true for the Type I 
poverty families . 
Isolationism : Another of the Culture of Poverty characteristics 
which have been assigned poverty families in America has been that 
of a high degree of isolation from the outside world. Isolation , 
as it is measured in this study, refers to the extent to which 
the families possessed contact with various forms of media , their 
participation in various organizations, and visiting patterns. On 
the basis of existing literature concerning the relationship of 
isolation and poverty, it is hypothesiz�d in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 16 : Isolationism is not significantly 
associated with the three poverty 
types. 
The Chi-Square test for association reveals a probability 
greater than . 001 . In that the probability is below the . 05 level 
of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected. This would 
. .  · ' 
· • · . • · ·  
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indicate that a significant association exists between the variable 
of isolation and that of poverty type. 
· Table 31. Extent of Isolation by Poverty Type 
Poverty Poverty 
Isolation Type I Type II 
No . % No . % 
Low 33 78. 6  27 55 . 1  
High 9 21 .4  22 44 . 9  
Total 42 100 . 0  49 100 . 0  
x2 = 22 . 295 P = ) . 001 DF = 2 
Poverty 
Type III 
No . % 
5 17. 2 . 
24 82. 8  
29 100 . 0  
N = 120 
A closer analysis of Table 31 will indicate a much higher degree 
of isolation among the Type III poverty families as opposed to either 
Type II or Type I. One will note that the Type I poverty families 
can be characterized with a low degree of isolation. This trend 
continues to decrease as one moves to Type II and into Type I 
poverty categories. 
Organization Membership: One partial measure of the extent of 
isolation was that of organization membership among the families 
in this study . One would assume that the Type I poverty families 
would be more inclined to higher organizational participation t�an 
would be true of the Type III poverty families. Appendix Table 40 
reflects a detailed distribution of the poverty families by type 
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in regard to organizational membership. Without a base of previous 
literature or resear ch to support an association between the two 
variables, it is hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 17 : Organization membership of the family 
is not significantly associated with 
the three poverty types. 
Table 32. Organization Membership of Family 
by Poverty Type 
Organization Poverty Poverty Poverty 
membership Type I 
No . % 
Low ( 0-1 organ. ) 18 42 . 9  
High (2+ organ. ) 24 57 . 1  
Total 42 100 . 0 
x
2 = 9. 830 p = )  . 01 
Type II 
No . % 
25 51 . 0  
24 49 . 0  
49 100 . 0  
DF = 2 
Type III 
No . % 
26 89 . 7  
3 10 . 3  
29 100 . 0  
N = 120 
The statistical test for association · reveals a probability 
greater than . 01.  Since this probability is below the . 05 level of 
significance , the null hypothesis is rejected indicating that a 
significant statistical association exists between organizational 
membership of the family and the three poverty types under consid­
eration. 
An interpretation of Table Jl indicates a high proportion of 
the Type III poverty families characterized with either none or 
only one membership. On the other hand, the Type I families tend 
1.55 
to reflect a much higher degree of participation with the majority 
of respondents reflecting participation in two or more organiza­
tions. The Type II poverty families are quite evenly divided be­
tween high and low participation in organizations outside the home. 
Present-Future Orientation : A "present orientation" rather than c;i 
"future orientation" has been attributed to low-income families in 
America by the proponents of the Culture of Poverty Approach. An · 
attempt has been made in this study to measure the extent to which 
the families under study possess either a present or f uture orienta­
tion. On the basis of previous literature which has indicated a 
present orientation to be prevalent among poverty families, the 
following hypothesis is stated in the null form: 
Hypothesis 18 : Present-future orientation is not 
significantly associated with the 
three poverty types. 










x2 = 24 .758 
No. % 
6 14. 3 
36 85 . 7 
42 100 . 0  
p =) . 001 
No. f 
23 46. 9 
26 53. 1  
49 100. 0 
DF = 2 
No. cf, 
21 72.4 
8 27. 6  
29 �oo. o 
N = 120 
The Chi-Square test for association indicates a probability of 
greater than . 001 . Since this probability is below the . 05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis is rejected indicating a signifi­
cant association between the two variables. 
A closer examination of Table 33 reveals a high proportion of 
Type I poverty families characterized with a future orientation. 
On the other hand, the largest proportion of Type III poverty 
families can be characterized as having present orientation. One 
will also note that the Type II poverty stricken tend to be some­
what balanced between the two orientations. 
Family Stability : Another characteristic assigned the poverty 
stricken in America through the Culture of Poverty approach was 
that of high family instability. Family instability as it is 
measured in this study refers to a composite of a number of 
questions relating to parent to child, family to society, and 
parent to parent relationships. 
Appendix Table 41 reflects the distribution of families on 
the basis of marital status in relationship to the three poverty 
types under consideration. An analysis of the table will tend to 
indicate a higher proportion of Type I poverty stricken to be in 
the status of married as compared to the Type II and Type III 
poverty stricken. One will also note that in the case of the Type 
III poverty stricken , approximately 20 percent of the families fall 
into the separated or divorced category. 
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Another part of the family stability index as it was utilized 
in the study was the extent to which alcoholism was a problem among 
the families surveyed. One will note in Appendix Table 41 the 
extent to which the various families considered alcoholism to be a 
serious problem in their households. As one moves from the Type I 
to the Type III poverty stricken, there tends to be an increase in 
the extensiveness of alcoholism as a serious problem within the 
households. It will be noted in the case of Type III poverty that 
nearly one-half of the households indicate alcoholism to be a 
serious problem as opposed to only 17 percent of the Type I poverty 
families. 
On - the basis of previous research and existing literature 
concerning the extent of family instability among the poor, it is 
assumed that this characteristic will be associated with the three 
poverty types. Therefore, it is hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 19 : Family stability is not significantly 
associated with the three poverty 
types. 
The Chi-Square test for association reveals a probability 
greater than . 001 . Since this probability is below that of the 
. 05 level of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected 
indicating that a significant association exists between the two 
variables of family stability and poverty type . Closer examination 
of the data in Table 34 indicates that approximately 90 percent of 
the Type I poverty families reflect high stability as opposed to 
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only 44 percent of the Type III families. One will also note that 
in the case of the Type II families, the greater proportion reflect 







Table 34. Family Stability by Poverty Type 
Poverty 
Type I 
No . % 
38 90. 5  
4 9. 5 
42 100 . 0  




33 67. 3 
16 32 . 7  
49 100 . 0  




13 44. 8 
16 55. 2 
29 100 . 0  
N = 120 
Autocratic-Democratic Orientation : Another characteristic assigned 
the poverty families  through the existing literature has been their 
tendency to reflect a highly autocratic orientation in their family 
relations. An attempt was made to operationalize and gain a measure 
of this orientation . On the basis  of previous research and existing 
literature, it is as sumed that an association will exist between 
this orientation and poverty type. As a result of this literature 
it is hypothesized in the null form that : 
Hypothesis 20 : Autocratic-democratic orientation i s  not 
significantly as sociated wi th the three 
poverty types . 
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2 = 5 .413 
Poverty 
Type I 
No . % 
21 50.0 
21 50. 0 
42 100 . 0  
p = )  . 05 
Poverty Poverty 
Type II Type III 
No . % No . % 
36 73 . 5  21 72 .4 
13 26.5 8 27. 6 
49 100 . 0  29 100 . 0  
DF = 2 N = 120 
The statistical test for association between the two variables 
reveals a probability greater than . 05. Since this probability is 
below the . 05 level of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected 
indicating an association to exist between autocratic-democratic 
orientation and the three poverty types under analysis. 
A closer examination of Table 35 reveals a nearly even division 
of the Type I families by autocratic and democratic orientation. On 
the other hand , it will be noted that in both the Type II and Type 
III families, the greater proportion of families reflect a highly 
autocratic orientation with the smaller proportion reflecting a 
democratic orientation. 
Attitudes toward Education : Elizabeth Herzog indicated in her 
review of the literature concerning characteristics assigned the 
poor in America that poverty families tend to reflect unfavorable 
attitudes toward education in general . An attempt was made in 
' • •  I 
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this study to measure the extent to which the 120 families reflected 
these attitudes. On the basis of a number of items designed to 
measure this variable, a dichotomy was made in the distribution of 
scores leading to favorable and unfavorable attitudes toward 
education. 
On the basis of the existing literature and previous research 
concerning the relationship of attitudes toward education and 
poverty, it is assumed that an association will be found to exist 
between the two variables. Therefore, it is hypothesized in the 
null form that : 
Hypothesis 21 : Attitudes toward education are not 
significantly associated with the 
three poverty types. 
Table 36 . Attitudes Toward Education by Poverty Type 
Attitudes Poverty Poverty Poverty 
toward Type I Type II Type III 
education No . % No . % No . % 
Favorable 27 64.J 28 .57 . 1  .5 17 . 2 
Unfavorable 1.5 3.5 . 7 21 42. 9  24 82 . 8  
Total 42 100 . 0  49 100 . 0  29 100 . 0  
x2 = 1.5. 746 p = }  . 001 DF = 2 N = 120 
The statistical test for association between the variables of 
attitudes toward education and poverty type reveals a probability 
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greater than . 001 . Since this probability is below the . 05 level 
of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected indicating that a 
significant association exists between the two variables . 
A closer analysis of Table 36 reveals that a high proportion 
of the Type I poverty _ families are favorably oriented toward 
education, whereas the greater proportion of the Type III poverty 
families tend to be unfavorable. The Type II poverty families 
reflect a somewhat more favorable attitude than is true for Type 
III, yet, in comparison to Type I families , somewhat less favorable 
attitudes • . 
Perpetuation of Pove r_k: One of the more complex questions asked 
in reference to the poverty problem in America has been that of the 
tendency of poverty families to perpetuate this situation from one 
generation to the next . Numerous attempts have been made in the 
literature to substantiate this tendency . Yet existing literature 
fails to offer a means of operationalizing this phenomenon in such 
a way that it might be measured. An attempt has been made in this 
study to examine what might be considered a partial indicator of 
this tendency to perpetuate the poverty situation from one generation 
to the next. Through the use of the North-Hatt Scale of Occupational 
Prestige an attempt has been made to measure the extent of occupa­
tional mobility on the children of the 120 families selected for 
study. On the basis of the difference of prestige rating between 
household head and those children having left the home, a dichotomy 
was made whereby each family was typed with either high or low 
mobility. 
Table 37 shows the distribution of families in the two 
categories . One will note the high proportion of no responses 
which were inherent in the measure because these families either 
had no children or had none which had left home and could be 
compared . However, among those families which could be compared 
162 
on prestige ratings, one will note the high proportion of Type II 
and Type III that reflect low mobility whereas in the case of Type I 
poverty families, there is a trend toward a division of the families 
into high and low mobility . The data in Table 37 does not lend 
itself to Chi-Square analysis due to the small number of cases. 
However, as a partial indicator, the interpretation of the data in 
the table reflects a tendency for more mobility in the Type I 
families than in the other two family types. 











7 16 . 7  
8 19. 0 
27 64. 3  
42 100. 0 
Poverty Poverty 
Type II Type III 
No . % No. % 
12 24. 5 4 13. 8  
6 12 . 2  2 6 . 9  
31 63 . 3  23 79 . 3  
49 100 . 0 29 100 . 0  
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D. Summary 
The third major objective of this study has been to test for 
possible poverty types to be found among the sample of 120 families 
selected for study. More specifically , the objective has been that 
of first delineating poverty types and then attempting to gain 
insights i�to the nature of these delineated types by their associ­
ation with a number of selected characteristics which have been 
assigned the poor in America by other writers. On the basis of 
the review of the literature concerning this objective it was 
hypothesized that : 
Hypothesis III 
The Culture of Poverty hy-pothesis with the assumptions 
of homogeneity will not be supported and that a number 
of poverty types with associated characteristics will 
be found among the sample of low-income families. 
Through preliminary analysis of the fourteen characteristics 
assigned the poverty families in America, " it was determined that a 
three-fold typology would be necessary. It was found through the 
Chi-Square test for association that thirteen of the fourteen 
characteristics were significantly associated with the typology. 
(Table 38) A number of other variables were introduced into the 
analysis as a means of gaining insights into the possible associa­
tion, some of which proved to be significantly associated, others 
did not . 
Table 38 . Statistical Association Between Selected 
Variables and Poverty Types 
Variables 
Fducation of Hill1* 







Birthplace of HHH 
Age of HHH 
Sex of HHH 






























P = } . 02 
P = )  . 001 
P = }  . 02 
P = ( • 70 
P = ( . 02 
p = )  . .50 
P =. ( . 02 
P = ) . 01 
P = ( . 90 
P = ) . 10 
P = )  . 50 
P = ) • 70 
P = )  . 001 
P = ) . 001 
P = )  . 001 
P = )  . 001 
P = )  . 01 
P = )  . 001 
P = )  . 001 
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Table 38 continued. 
Variables 
Autocratic-democratic 
Attitude toward education 
Perpetuation of poverty 






P = )  . 05 
P = ) . 001 
Chi-Square not possible 
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The general conclusion drawn from the analysis of the types 
and associated characteristics for those families in this study 
is that heterogeneity does exist within the rural low-income 
segment of the population and that certain poverty types are 
present. On the basis of this conclusion , the general hypothesis 
is accepted indicating that the Culture of Poverty hypothesis of 
homogeneity accounts for only a portion of the rural low-income 
families . A more complete discussion of these findings will be 





The President ' s  National Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty 
has indicated a need for more in-depth research pertaining specifi­
cally to the poverty stricken in rural America . The Commission · 
reports that proportionately there is more poverty in rural America 
where one in every eight families can be characterized as poverty 
stricken. In light of the extensiveness of rural poverty, a 32-man 
task force representing the U. S. Department of Agriculture, State 
universities, and land-grant colleges set forth the specific research 
needs as they relate to rural poverty . They stated a need for 
analysis of attitudes, sentiments, beliefs, as well as socio­
demographic characteristics in understanding the poverty problem 
in the rural sector . 
On the basis of the stated needs for further research in 
these areas, three objectives of this study have been set forth. 
The first objective was to provide a socio-demographic picture of 
the rural poverty stricken through a selected sample of 120 low­
income families ; the second objective was to analyze the charac­
teristics of attitudes, beliefs, orientations, as well as health, 
anomie , occupation, and residential mobility patterns of these 
low-income families as they have been set forth by the proponents 
of the Culture of Poverty approach. Through the test of applica­
bility of the Culture of Poverty approach to understanding the 
rural poverty stricken, such characteristics of the poverty family 
as attitudes, sentiments, and beliefs were brought out. The third 
objective was to examine the sample of low-income families to find 
whether or not they might lend themselves to a typological approach 
based on a number of selected characteristics. 
Hypotheses �ppropriate for these three objectives were formu­
lated for testing. Given these three objectives and related 
hypotheses, the preceding analysis has taken a form which yields 
the following findings. 
B.  Objective I :  Socio-Demographic Overview 
The general hypothesis which served this objective indicated 
that findings from the sample of 120 families would support findings 
found throughout the research and writing referred to in the review 
of literature. The presentation of the socio-demographic charac­
teristics of the 120 families involved in this study took form 
under two major headings . First has been a presentation of the 
general characteristics of the sample by farm and non-farm resi­
dence followed by an attempt to present detailed characteristics 
as they relate to these more general areas. The findings presented 
below relate to both the more general and detailed information' as 
it pertains to a specific characteristic . 
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General Characteristics : The average age of household head of the 
low-income families selected for study is forty-six years of age 
with the farm household heads reflecting an average of 49 years 
versus 43 years for non-farm heads. Approximately one-fourth of 
the family heads are in the age group 20-34 and about one-third in 
the age group 55 and over . It was also found that approximately 
one in every five household heads was female and located, for the 
most part, in the non-farm segment . 
Residence and Mobility--Residence patterns of the 120 families 
reflected a nearly even division of families found in both the 
rural farm and rural non-farm segment with an additional 17 families 
found in the urban center in the three-county survey area . An 
analysis of residential mobility patterns revealed an average of 
three moves . Nearly one-fourth of the families had never moved 
since marriage. Little difference was found between farm and non­
farm families on this variable. Approximately one-half of the 
families had moved · l-4 times and about 10 percent have moved seven 
or more times in their marital lifetime . Those having moved 
indicated that an occupational demand was the most c ommon reason 
for such mobility. In response to a question of birthplace, 
nearly 80 percent of the household heads were natives of South 
Dakota with approximately 45 percent native to the county in which 
they were residing at the time of the survey . Approximately one­
half of the families were home owners ; the other half were renters. 
Again, little difference in ownership was reflected by farm and 
non-farm residence. 
Education and Family Size--With reference to education, the 
average number of years of formal education attained by the house­
hold heads in this study was 9.4 grades with a median education of 
eight grades. Farm and non-farm household heads reflected the same 
median of eight grades. Nearly one-half of the respondents had 
attained nine or more grades of education . In comparison to 
education attainment of the household head, it was found that the 
fathers of the household heads had an average formal education of 
5 . 3  years with a median of seven years of attainment. 
The average size of family, including parents , revealed 6 . 5  
persons with the size of household reflecting the maj ority of the 
households in the 4-7 member category. Approximately one-third of 
the households had one to three members and approximately 10 percent 
of the households had ten or more members . The farm households 
reflected a median size of seven persons in comparison to a median 
of six for non-farm families. 
Occupational Characteristics : The average family income for the 
120 families surveyed was $192. 71 per month projected to an annual 
income of approximately $2300 per year . Approximately 10 percent 
of the families earned less than fifty dollars per m?nth with 'about 
11 percent earning over $350 per month. Non-farm families reflected 
a median income of $232 per month in comparison to a median of $174 
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for farm families. These figures were for a given month and there 
was no guarantee that this income was maintained for the entire 
yea� ; consequently, the projected yearly income may be misleading. 
Occupations held by household heads were found to be primarily 
in the laborer and farm operator categories with thirty percent of 
the household heads being farm operators and about one-fourth of 
the household heads being classified as laborers. At the time of 
the survey, four household heads were unemployed and another five 
were retired. Of the farm operators studied, 27 of the J6 operators 
owned their farms ; the remainder were tenants. 
Nearly 84 percent of the household heads were full-time employed 
with approximately the same proportion holding only a single job 
rather than multiple jobs. Approximately 70 percent of the household 
heads had experienced no unemployment in the last year ; 21 of the 
120 families had experienced unemployment for more than eight weeks 
during the 52-week period. In the farm segment nearly 95 percent of 
the household heads experienced no unemployment whereas in the non­
farm segment only .54 percent had such an experience. 
Findings relating to the extent of occupational mobility and 
job changes showed that the average number of jobs held by any 
household head within his marital lifetime was about four with a 
slightly higher rate for non-farm household heads. Examining the 
question of intergenerational occupational mobility, it was found 
that nearly 75 percent of the fathers of the household heads 
surveyed had been engaged as farm operators and only about 5 
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percent had been engaged as laborers. 
It was found that in approximately 55 percent of the families , 
the spouse was engaged full-time in the household ; the remainder 
were engaged in either outside occupations or absent from the 
household. Of those employed outside the home, the majority were 
service workers and approximately 70 percent of them were full-time 
employed. Non-farm spouses reflected a higher degree of outside 
employment than farm spouses. 
In regard to possible retraining of household heads for different 
occupations, the majority were not interested ; however , about one­
third indicated an interest. Both proportions of farm and non-farm 
household heads were about the same on this trait. When asked why 
such an interest was expressed, it was found that "liking their 
present job" and "being too old for retraining" were the reasons 
most often given for refusing retraining. On the other hand , a 
better income was the common reason for desiring retraining. Those 
indicating an interest in retraining frequently menti-oned "mechanic" 
as their choice of jobs . 
Health Status : In response to the question about the extent of 
serious illness among the families in the study , it was found that 
over one-third indicated that a serious illness was present. It 
was found that when illness did occur , it was just among children 
and secondly among the household heads . The most common types of 
serious illness reported were dental and circulatory problems. 
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The average length of illness experienced by the families was four 
years or more. Farm and non-farm families did not differ signifi­
cantly on the serious illness trait. 
It was found that average cost of medicine and doctor bills for 
all families over the last year was $385 . 12 with a median cost of 
$170 .  Over 20 percent of the families experienced medical costs 
over $450 and about 11 percent over $1000 for the year. When asked 
what assistance the family had for their medical bills, the majority 
indicated no assistance. Of those who had received help, it most 
often came through public welfare. It was found that approximately 
47 percent of the families had no life or health insurance and that 
of those who did, some 20 percent had both . Insurance coverage was 
found more commonly among farm families. 
Level of Living Characteristics : In regard to those characteristics 
utilized in developing a measure of level of living, it was found, 
for example, that the average number of rooms per household was six, 
with a room-person ratio of . 9. General estimates as to the state 
of repair of the households revealed that one-fourth could be 
considered in poor condition and another third of the homes were 
in a good state of repair. The type of d�elling most often 
occupied was the single-family type ; about one-fourth of the 
families resided in multiple-family dwellings. 
It was found that approximately one in five households had no 
indoor plumbing facilities , that i s  running water or indoor toilets . 
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At the same time , it was found that nearly all families had 
refrigerators, but nearly one-third of the families had no washing 
machines. Such appliances as clothes dryers and dishwashers were 
found in very few cases. Both farm and non-farm households compared 
similarly on these level of living characteristics. 
Family Isolation : Analysis of the extent to which the families under 
study possessed contact with various forms of mass media revealed 
that radio and television were the main means of contact with the 
outside. Nearly 97 percent possessed radios and 88 percent had 
television sets. Both farm and non-farm compared similarly on these 
facilities. Telephones were found in two-thirds of the total homes, 
farm and non-farm residence alike. The data revealed that 44 per­
cent of the households received no newspapers and over 60 percent 
had no magazine subscriptions. Farm families indicated greater 
access to both newspapers and magazines than the non-farm families. 
Visiting patterns among the poverty families revealed that most 
visiting was with relatives and friends. Only 5 percent of the 
families indicated visiting with neighbors. Organization participa­
tion by all family members in the household revealed that the 
average family is involved in 1. 8 organizations. Organizational 
participation, when it was found , was most often church involve­
ment by the spouse . Similar findings were obtained for both the 
farm and non-farm segments. 
Family Values and Orientation : A number of characteristics was 
analyzed which relates specifically to the family relationships . It 
was found that the average age at marriage for the 120 families was 
23. 8 years, somewhat above the national average of 20 . 6  years of 
age at marriage. 
The majority of families ( 70 percent) were affiliated with the 
Protestant church , 17 percent the Catholic , and the remaining 13 
percent were not affiliated with acy church . The proportion of 
Catholic families on farms was about twice that found in the non­
farm segment. 
One important variable analyzed was · that of family stability . 
The three most common problems were friction between parents, 
friction between parents and children, and alsoholism. It was noted 
that 16 or about 13 percent of the families were broken through 
separation or divorce ; the remaining 73 percent of the families 
were intact . In regard to the stage in the family life cycle , it 
was  found that approximately 40 percent of the families were in the 
Pre-school stage , 33 percent in the School-age stage , and 25 percent 
of the families in the Empty-nest stage. 
In regard to the general hypothesis,  it was found that a 
number of chara cteristics assigned the poor through the literature 
was supported ; however , in a number of cases the findings of this 
study were quite different . Findings related to age at marriage, 
education, residential and occupational mobility as well as 
retraining aspirations were found to be somewhat different than 
what was expected. 
C. Objective II : The Culture of Poverty Approach 
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The Culture of Poverty approach as a means of classifying the 
poverty stricken in America has been used by numerous writers as well 
as by the Federal government as a basis of policy determination. - A 
serious question has been raised as to the applicability of such an 
approach to understanding poverty. A number of criticisms are aimed 
at the approach ,  particularly at its assumptions of homogeneity and 
cause and effect. The critics of the approach point out that the 
poverty stricken cannot be assumed to possess a homogeneous set of 
characteristics. In fact, they believe that greater heterogeneity 
exists within this segment than between other segments in society. 
It is felt by some writers that to classify the poverty stricken 
as possessing an autonomous culture has resulted in focusing 
attention on the povarty people themselves as causing their pre­
dicament, whereas attention need be focused on society as a whole 
for solutions to poverty. On the basis of the theoretical orienta­
tion, it was hypothesized that the Culture of Poverty character­
istics would not be found distributed homogeneously among the 
sample of families and the hypothesis therefore, would have to be 
rejected. 
In order to test the applicability of the Culture of Poverty 
approach in understanding the rural poor , an attempt was made to 
operationalize the approach in a form that would lend itself to 
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a measurement. Fourteen characteristics commonly assumed by the 
proponents of the approach to represent members of the Culture of 
Poverty were selected as a basis for this analysis. After opera­
tionalizing each of the 14 characteristics in a manner that would 
render the degree to which any family possessed the characteristics, 
an attempt was made to test the applicability of the Culture of 
Poverty assumptions of homogeneity. It was decided that in order 
to accept the Culture of Poverty approach as a means of classifying 
the rural poor, a family must possess at least eight of the 14 
characteristics. If the findings revealed that the families under 
study possessed eight or more of the characteristics, we would then 
accept the Culture of Poverty explanation. On the other hand, if 
any proportion of the families possess fewer than eight of the 
characteristics, we would then have to reject the Culture of Poverty 
approach as an all-inclusive classification scheme for rural poverty 
families. 
The test of the applicability of the approach disclosed that 
only 29 families or 24 percent of the total sample possessed eight 
or more of the characteristics and, therefo1·e, might be considered 
as eligible for inclusion under the Culture of Poverty category. 
On the other hand, 91 of the families ( 76 percent) possessed less 
than eight of the characteristics , and 42 of these families had 
les s than four of the total fourteen characteristics. These 91 
families were considered outside the Culture of Poverty classifi­
cation scheme and therefore served as the basis for rejecting the 
applicability of the Culture of Poverty hypothesis to all low­
income families. 
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The findings from this analysis served to reject the hypothesis 
and to suggest that an alternative approach would be more meaningful 
in classifying the rural poor . Alternative ways of viewing the poor 
have been offered by a number of writers through the use of typologies 
whereby selected variables have been used as a means of distin­
guishing between families in several kinds of poverty situations . 
D .  Objective III : The Typological Approach 
The third objective of the study, based on the findings of 
the Culture of Poverty analysis , was to examine the data for 
possible poverty types based on the analysis of the 14 Culture of 
Poverty characteristics . It was hypothesized that a number of 
poverty types would be found within the sample of 120 families . 
An arbitrary decision was made to examine three categories of 
families in terms of the extent to which they possessed the 14 
characteristics . Those families who posses sed eight or more of 
the characteristics were classified as Type III families . A second 
category selected for contrast with Type III families were those 
families which posses sed four or less  of the total 14 character­
istics ( Type I ) . A third group of families , falling in between 
those two types , posses sed five to seven of the characteristics 
and were classified as Type II families . An attempt was made to 
determine the relationship, if any, between the families in each 
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of the three types and each of 22 characteristics of the poor. 
Included within this list of 22 characteristics were the original 
14 Culture of Poverty characteristics plus eight additional factors. 
The purpose of the analysis was to delineate those variables 
which serve to differentiate between the types and which might serve 
as basic indicators of poverty type. It was assumed that a number 
of the variables would be randomly distributed across  all three 
types and through the process elimination based on significant 
differences a core of characteristics would result which would 
serve as the basic indicators .  The analysis revealed however that 
thirteen of the fourteen characteristics of the Culture of Poverty 
did reflect significant differences and could be considered as 
contributing to an understanding of the differences between poverty 
type and therefore could support the general hypothesis. Six of 
the additional eight characteristics reflected no significant 
association with the typology. 
An interpretation of the data yielded a greater insight into 
the direction of each characteristic in relation to the three 
poverty types. It was found that the Type I poverty stricken 
could be characterized by an average educational level of 9.4 
years as opposed to approximately 8 .5 years for Types II and III . 
It was also found that over 70 percent of the Type III household 
heads were in the occupational category of laborer as opposed to 
only 12 percent of the Type I and 38 percent of the Type II 
families. Another finding was that a greater proportion of Type I 
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families held multiple jobs than Type II and III . In regard to 
unemployment , it was found that over 90 percent of the Type I 
families could be characterized by a low unemployment rate , whereas 
over 25 percent of Type II and III possessed high rates of unemploy­
ment . None of the three types reflected a high proportion of 
families desiring retraining and of those that did, it was due 
primarily to a desire for increased income. On the other hand , 
those rejecting retraining offered age and a preference for their 
present job for reasons. The analysis revealed a high proportion 
of Type III families with high occupational mobility, whereas in 
Types I and II the greater proportions were of low mobility. In 
regard to income, it _was found that the highest monthly income was 
in Type III with Types I and II somewhat below this. 
Residence of the families in the three types reflected that 
the Type I families were primarily located on farms and the greater 
proportion of Types II and III were located in the non-farm segment . 
At the same time, both Type I and II £amilies reflected low resi­
dential mobility, whereas the larger proportion of Type III re­
flected high residential mobility. In reference to the birthplace 
of household head, the majority in all three types had been born 
in the county in which they were now residing. 
Ages of household head reflected a lower age for the Type III 
families as compared to Types I and II. Nearly one-third of the 
Type III household heads were in the age group 20-J4 years of age . 
Also it was found in all three types that from 15 to 20 percent of 
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the households were headed by females. Type I families reflected 
the largest family size ( 7 . 1 members) of any of the three , whereas 
Type III reflected the smallest (5 . 7  members) .  However , in Type III 
nearly 70 percent of the families possessed a low socioeconomic 
status compared to  the greater proportions of Type I and II who 
had a high socioeconomic status. Similarly, Type III reflected a 
majority of families with poor health status as opposed to both 
Types I and II. 
The feelings of being "left out" as measured through the 
concept of anomie reflected nearly 80 percent of Type III families 
and 60 percent of Type II possessing high degrees of anomie. On 
the other hand , nearly 86 percent of the Type I poverty stricken 
reflected low anomie with only 14 percent in the high category. 
Type III poverty families reflected nearly 83 percent with high 
isolation as opposed to  the majority of Type I and II with low iso­
lation. With organizational participation, it was found that nearly 
90 percent of the Type III families reflect either none or only one 
organizational tie as opposed to a near division between high and 
low participati on for Type I and II families .  It was also found 
that Type III families reflected a high degree of present orienta­
tion , Type II were almost evenly divided between present and future 
orientation , and Type I was highly future oriented. 
In reference to family characteristics, it was found that 
Type III families reflected low family stability with nearly one­
half indi cating that alcoholism was a serious problem and about one 
out of five families broken through divorce or separation. Both 
Type I and II reflected low rates of divorce, separation , and 
alcoholism and therefore higher rates of family stability. 
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Type II and III families reflected higher degrees of autocratic 
orientations than was true of Type I families. Both Type I and II 
families reflected favorable attitudes toward education, whereas 
Type III indicated generally unfavorable attitudes. In regard to 
upward mobility of children, it was found that Type I families 
reflected a somewhat higher proportion of families with upward 
mobility than was true of Types II and III. Table 39 summarizes 
these findings. 
As a means of better delineating those aspects of each 
characteristic which differentiate between the three poverty types, 
the following summary will serve to portray what might be termed 
a typical household representative of each of the three types. The 
"typical household" for each type is based on how the majority of 
households in each type ranked on each characteristic. 
Type I Households: The Type I household can be characterized as 
typically having a male household head, �5 years of age ,  who is a 
native of the county in which he presently resides. The household 
head has had nearly ten years of formal education and is presently 
married and has five children. Within his marital lifetime he has 
moved about three times and has held three different jobs including 
his present job as a farm tenant. He is satisfied with his present 
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Low Low High 
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44. 7 46. 8  40 . 0 
Male Male Male 
7 . 1  6.4 5. 8 
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Table 39. Continued . 
Characteristics Poverty Type Poverty Type Poverty Type 
I II III 
Extent of alcoholism Low Low High 
Marital status Married Married Married -
Autocratic-Democratic 
orientation Autocratic- Autocratic Au tocra ti.c 
Democratic 
Attitudes toward 
education Favorable Favorable Unfavorable 
Occupational mobility 
of children High Low Low 
job and does not desire retraining. He has experienced no unemploy­
ment within the last year . His average monthly income is about $210 
which can possibly be projected to an annual income of approximately 
$2500. 
In regard to social characteristics, his family situation is 
quite stable. The members of the household ·tend to be £uture 
oriented, possess low anomie , and reflect low isolation. They are 
found to be in conta ct with various forms of mass media and to 
participate in a number of organizations outside the household. 
The household head in this type of family holds favorable attitudes 
toward formal education. This is reflected in the children of this 
family who are experiencing upward occupational mobility upon 
. .  . 
. .  
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leaving the home. Typically, the family in Type I has not experienced 
major medical costs and , from the standpoint of household facilities , 
it possesses most of the modern conveniences in the home. In general , 
the family possesses no unique characteristics which may be seen as 
a cause of poverty except for the problem of underemployment, that 
is the household head is not sporadically employed and is not employed 
in menial occupations. However , even though steadily employed he 
tends to be located in low-income yielding occupations and has little 
desire for changing occupations. 
The Type I family possesses many of the characteristics set 
forth by John Kenneth Galhraith in his twofold typology of " case" 
and "insular" poverty. He points out that there are many poverty 
families who are in a poverty situation due primarily to environ­
mental circumstances rather than arry peculiar _ quality of the family 
or its members. 85 This "insular" type of poverty is very similar 
to that which we have just seen in the above poverty type. 
'lype III Households- : The Type III family, on the other hand, stands 
in contrast to the Type I family just discussed. The typical Type 
III household is usually headed by a male head ; however , this 
situation may be somewhat tenuous because the family is charac­
terized by occasionally having serious problems with alcoholism. 
The household head is somewhat younger than the head of the Type I 
family as the average age is that of 40 years. He is a native of 
85Galbraith , op. cit. 
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the county in which he presently resides and has an average formal 
education of eight years . He is presently married , but separation 
and divorce may be a greater problem than is reflected in the data . 
Once a family has experienced such a crisis, they are often placed 
into the CAP poverty category of "public assistance family" whereby 
the family receives support through welfare . Since these "public 
assistance families" are not a part of this study, one cannot get a 
measure of the extent to which divorce and separation might occur 
among these families. Yet the fact that high family instability is 
found among the Type III families would tend to suggest that there 
is a potential problem. 
There are about four children present in the Type III home and 
it is not uncommon for both parents to be employed in occupations 
outside the household . The male head, however , tends to be spor­
adically employed in a laborer type of occupation in both the non­
farm or farm segment . Within their marital lifetime , which is 
probably shorter than Type I families, th�y have moved frequently 
and the male head has held numerous jobs . Presently they have a 
non-farm residence where the ·  spouse is engaged in a domestic service­
worker type of occupation within the conmru.nity. In spite of the 
male head ' s sporadic employment in a laborer type occupation, he is 
not interested in job retraining because this would necessitate his 
having to relocate outside his native county. The jo�nt income 
brought into the household at the time of the survey amounted to 
an average of $217 a month . However , it must be made clear that 
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due to  the male head ' s  somewhat erratic employment, it may be 
quite inaccurate to project this figure to an annual income. Such 
problems as alcoholism, poor health � and high medical costs may mean 
little monies available for the actual necessities of the household, 
particularly if the household head is unemployed several weeks or 
months a year. 
The family is very "present oriented" and reflects high anomie 
as compared to the Type I families. The members of the household 
are highly "isolated" from the outside because they are without the 
various forms of mass media and social participation typical of the 
Type I families. They place little value on formal education 
reflected to some extent in the inability of the children to rise 
above the parents occupationally. The quality of household facilities 
tend to reflect financial problems as many of what are considered 
necessary modern living conveniences are not present in the home. 
In general, what we find are a number of characteristics unique 
·to the family which may be seen as contributing to poverty and which 
may be seen as characterizing Galbraith ' s  "case" poverty type, that 
is poverty due to unique characteristics possessed by the family. 
These families exhibit many of the Culture of Poverty characteristics 
discussed previously. For example, such features as high anomie, 
present oriented, sporadic employment in menial jobs, high rates of 
family instability and alcoholism,  less education as well as · high 
residential and occupational mobility bear out the Culture of 
Poverty assumptions . On the other hand , such characteristics as 
a younger age of household head and smaller family size are 
exceptions. 
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Type II Households : The Type II family is a mixture of those 
characteristics possessed by both of the previously discussed 
types . Again these families are characterized predominantly by 
male household heads who have the highest average age, 47 years. 
The household head is a native of the county in which he presently 
resides and the family has a non-farm residence. The family char­
acteristics are similar to those of the Type I families. It is 
intact , quite stable, and yet has a smaller family size and an 
ave�age of only four children. 
The family has moved infrequently since marriage with the 
male head having held only a few different jobs. Presently the 
male is employed in a non-laborer occupation usually involved as 
a craftsman or service worker with little unemployment within the 
last year. Yet the family income, below that of the Type I family, 
averaged $167 a month or projected to an annual income of $2000. 
In comparison to the sporadic employment of the Type III family, 
the annual income for the Type II family may be substantially 
higher. Also, the fact that Type III families reflect higher 
rates of alcoholism as well as medical costs would tend to support 
the possibility that Type II families have a greater am�unt o� 
monies available to maintain the household and ,  therefore, reflect 
a higher socioeconomic status. 
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The Type II family reflects a "future orientation" and yet 
possesses high anomie or feelings of being "left out" of society . 
At the same time, this family type has the feature of low isolation, 
yet reflects low organizational participation. This lack of 
isolation may be accounted for by contact with the mass  media and 
visiting outside the home. The Type II family indicates favorable 
attitudes toward formal education, yet their children sha� little 
occupational mobility beyond that of their parents . 
In general, we find a family type which possesses few unique 
characteristics which might be considered as determinants of its 
position . It pos ses ses a mixture of ch�racteristics possessed by 
the other two types . It possesses the Type I features of non­
laborer occupations, low unemployment rates, low occupational and 
. residential mobility as well as good health status, high s ocio­
e conomic status, low rates of alcoholism, and marital stability. 
On the other hand, it reflects the Type III characteristics  of 
high anomie, low occupational mobility of children , smaller family 
size, and low organizational participation . It appears to be made 
up of a number of families who are in the process of becoming either 
Type I or Type III depending upon what programs might be designed 
to help alleviate their problems . 
Summary: In summary the researcher has attempted to portray those 
features which most clearly distinguish one family type from 
another .  I t  has been pointed out that Type I and Type III families 
differ significantly on the aspects of most characteristics with 
the Type II families possessing aspects of both. A number of 
implications may be derived from this comparison which provide 
insights into what planning , policy , and research may be most 
appropriate in dealing with the heterogeneity reflected by this 




CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
A. Introduction 
The fourth objective of this study follows logically from the 
findings of the review of literature coupled with the findings of 
the study. This objective has as its major focus the setting forth 
of a number of conclusions and possible implications derived from 
these findings as they relate to program planning, policy making, 
and research involving the poverty segment of American society. 
Objective IV 
Based on the findings of che first three objectives, 
an attempt will be made to present the policy and 
planning implications as well as research implications 
derived from the study of low-income families. 
These conclusions and implications derived from the study will 
be presented as they pertain to each major objective of this study. 
First will be a set of conclusions and implications derived from 
the descriptive phase of the study, secondly from the findings 
relating to the applicability of the Culture of Poverty classifica­
tion scheme , and thirdly from those findings relating to the 
typological phase of the study. 
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B.  Conclusions and Implications from the Descriptive Phase 
Findings from the desqriptive phase of this study yield a 
number of questions concerning the approaches used in understanding 
and dealing with the problems of the poor . On the basis of these 
findings, the following conclusions and implications are offered 
for consideration in a ction programs and research designed around 
the poverty stricken : 
1 .  I n  regard to retraining and employment findings , 
programs designed around providing employment 
opportunities may not succeed because the majority 
of household heads are fully employed ; the real 
problem is that of underemployment. 
2.  In view of the findings which indicate that the 
median age of household heads is 47 years with 
nearly 45 percent of the sample 50 years of age or 
over , new programs similar to the Green Thumb 
program need be initiated to provide for those 
household heads who either do not desire retraining 
or are considered unemployable by employers. 
J. In light of the findings regarding the combination 
of birthplace , residential and occupational 
mobility, as well as retraining desires, programs 
designed for the poor that require change of 
residence may have limited appeal . 
4. Findings regarding contact with various forms of 
mass media indicate that agencies attempting to 
reach the poor would best accomplish this by 
utilizing radio and television and only secondly 
newspapers and magazines. 
5 . Findings regarding organizational participation of 
low-income family members would indicate that programs 
designed around "maximum participation" of the poor · 
may yield little success due to the reluctance of the 
rural poverty stricken to be "exposed. " Such programs 
as the food stamp program which require maximum 
exposure would probably be less successful in involving 
low-income families as compared to the USDA 
food commodities program which allows minimum 
exposure of one ' s  poverty status. 
6. In light of findings concerning isolation , those 
programs demanding participation of the poor 
will need to consider such factors as lack of 
experience , motivation , and leadership develop­
ment as crucial to success. 
7. Since findings concerning organization participation 
indicate that the church serves as a tie with the 
community for a number of families , this may be seen 
as a means of contacting some poverty families which 
have refused exposure through other forms of 
participation. 
8 .  Since findings regarding health indicate that over 
one-third of the families are experiencing a serious 
illness, this would suggest that action programs 
need to focus greater attention on this problem 
providing either direct care or financial assistance . 
9. Findings which indicate average family size for l ow­
income families to be significantly larger than for 
the average of the population as a whole , would 
support continued use of the variable as a part of 
any definition of poverty program eligibility. 
192 
C .  Conclusions and Implications from the Culture of Poverty Analysis 
The theory behind this study has indicated a debate over the 
applicability of the Culture of Poverty hypothesis in understanding 
the poverty segment of American society . Findings from this study 
of 120 low-income families would suggest that more attention need 
be given to the heterogeneity in the low-income segment of rural 
American society. This attention may take the following form :  
1. The fourteen variables considered as components 
characteristic of those in poverty must be further 
refined and operationalized so as to test for those 
most and least symptomatic of the Culture of Poverty . 
2.  Findings of heterogeneity would serve as a 
justification for further research based on 
which combination of characteristics most often 
are reflected by Culture of Poverty and non­
Culture of Poverty· families. 
J. Findings indicating that the majority of families 
represented in the study possess less than one-half 
of the fourteen Culture of Poverty characteristics, 
serve to suggest the need for special programs 
designed to take into consideration the variations 
exhibited by these families. 
4. Findings in regard to present-future orientation 
of the respondents in the total sample would 
indicate that persons working with low-income 
families must take this into consideration in their 
attempts to understand buying habits and lack of 
planning among that segment of the poor . 
5 . Since nearly one-half of the 120 families in the 
study can be characterized by high anomie , persons 
responsible for making contacts with these families 
should be aware of their suspicions and possible 
rejections of such programs . 
6 .  Since findings concerning attitudes toward education 
indicated that over one-third of the 120 families 
were unfavorable toward education, this may be 
reflected in the tendency of some low-income 
families to reject such programs as adult education, 
retraining programs, Head Start, and account for 
the lack of encouragemeut for their children in 
school . 
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D. Conclusions and Implications from the Typological Analysis 
The third objective of the study, based on delineating poverty 
types found among the sample of low-income families resulted in 
three family types. The conclusions and related implications which 
may be derived from the analysis of associated characteristics and 
the typology are as follows : 
1. Findings indicating poverty types to exist would 
support the ideas that policies and programs 
previously based on the Culture of Poverty 
assumption of homogeneity will serve the rural 
poverty stricken only as they provide for those 
in that segment of the poor (Type III) , often at 
the expense of neglecting the other segments and 
their special needs. 
2. Based on the findings of heterogeneity and poverty 
types,  future agency programs and policies should 
take into consideration variations in the charac­
teristics possessed by the different types of low­
income families. 
J .  In light of the "twilight zone" characteristics of 
Type I families , special programs need be oriented 
toward better providing for the unique problems of 
the Type I poverty families to help them out of 
their situation or to prevent them from falling 
further into the Type II or Type III poverty. It 
may be that these families would be most able to 
benefit by these programs. 
4. On the basis of findings indicating Type I and II 
families to be most favorable toward education ,  those 
programs designed around furthering the education 
of adults as well as their children will most likely 
appeal to the Type I and II families and be discouraged 
by members of the Type III families. Such programs 
as Head Start will most likely find recruitment 
easiest among Type I and II families and more difficult 
among the .Type III families for which it may be most 
helpful. 
5. Findings relating to isolation and organizational 
participation of the poor would indicate that 
organizational efforts will be best realized when 
focused toward the Type I families because they 
reflect higher participation than is true of either 
of the other two types. 
6 .  Results of the analysis of occupational characteristics 
for the three poverty types would indicate that in the 
case of the Type I families, we must look outside the 
family for other factors as cause. Such areas as 
underemployment may be seen as one such factor in 
Type I, whereas in Type II and III one might look 
more to such problems as health, family 
stability, and alcoholism in the family than 
to circumstances outside the household. 
7. In light of findings delineating three poverty 
types to be found among the rural low-income 
sample, there is a need to compare those typologies 
found relevant among the urban poverty stricken 
with the rural poverty families for differences 
and similarities. 
E. Implications for Further Research 
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Findings and conclusions as well as the limitations of this 
study indicate a number of areas of rural poverty that need further 
tests for verification. Below are listed a number of research 
implications derived from this study. 
1 .  In light of findings relating to family size, research 
need be undertaken which would provide insights into 
knowledge and attitudes toward birth control. 
2. In view of findings indicating extensive isolation of 
many families, future research need focus on new 
ways of surveying the extensiveness of poverty 
over and beyond census estimates and agency data. 
3. More work must be done to expand the survey to 
include families represented in all three Community 
Action Programs so as to test the findings of this 
study and at the same time provide a basis for 
generalizations beyond the 120 £amilies included in 
this survey. 
4. There is a need to expand the sample size so as to be 
able to use more refined statistical measures of 
association and direction as well as possibly 
narrowing the associated characteristics to a few 
indicative measures. 
5 .  More attention need be paid to the refinement 
of the numerous measures used in this study so 
as to gain insights into the specific components 
of poverty. At the same time , this would serve 
as a basis for attempts to pinpoint cau se and 
effect of poverty. 
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Table 1.  Number of Changes in Residence Since Marriage for 
Total Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Number of Total Residence 
moves since Sample Farm Non-farm 
marriage No . % No . % No . % 
None 29 24. 2 11 20. 8 18 26. 9 
1 - 2 17 14.2  10 18 . 9 7 - 10. 4  
3 - 4 45 37 . 5  16 30.2  29 43. 3  
5 - 6 17 14 . 2  9 17.0  8 11. 9 
7 - 8 9 7.4 6 11. 3 3 4. 5 
9 - 10 2 1. 7 0 o . o  2 3. 0 
11 + 1 0. 8 1 1. 9 0 o . o  
Total 120 100.0  53 100.0 67 100. 0 
Median 3 3 4 
Table 2. Reasons for Moving for Total Sample by Farm 
and Non-Farm Residence 
Reasons Total Residence 
203 
for sample Farm Non-farm 
moving No. % No . % No . % 
Never moved 29 24. 2 11 21.2 18 26 . 9 
Occupation 71 59.1  33 61. 6 38 58.4 
Health l o . B  1 1. 9 0 o . o  
Housing 5 4. 2 2 3. 9 3 4.4 
To be closer 
to relatives 12 10. 0 6 11. .5 6 8. 8 
No response 2 1. 7 1 1. 9 l 1. 5 
Total 120 100. 0 .53 100. 0 67 100. 0 
�-
Table 3. Birthplace of Household Head for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Birthplace Total Residence 
204 
sample Farm Non-farm 
No. % No. % No . 
In county .53 44. 2 2.5 47. 2 28 
In state 41 34. 1 17 32. 1 24 
Out of state 26 21. 7  11 20. 8 1.5 
Total 120 100. 0 .53 100. 0 67 
Table 4. Ownership Status for Total Sample by Farm 
and Non-Farm Residence 
Ownership Total Residence 
% 
41. 8 
3.5. 8  
22.4 
100. 0 
status sample Farm Non-farm 
No • . % No . ' % No . % 
Owner .58 48.J 26 49.1  32 47.8 
Renter 62 .51.7 27 .50 . 9  3.5 .52.2 
Total 120 100.0 .53 100. 0 67 100. 0 
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Table 5. Part or Full-Time Employment of Household Head for 





























Table 6 . Single and Multiple Job Holding· of Household Head 










No . % 
99 82. 5 
20 16. 7  
1 0. 8 
120 100. 0 
Residence 
Farm Non-farm 
No . 6/, No . 6/, 
43 81. 1 56 83. 6 
10 18. 9 10 14. 9  
0 o. o 1 1. 5 
53 100. 0 67 100. 0 
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Table 7.  Extent of Unemployment of Household Head in Last Year 
for Total Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Weeks of Total Residence 
unemployment sample Farm Non-farm 
No. % No. % No. % 
None 86 71. 7 50 94 • .3 J6 5.3. 7  
0 - 8 7 5 . 8  l 1. 9 6 9 . 0  
9 - 16 7 5. 8 0 0 7 10.4 
17  - 24 4 .3 • .3 0 0 4 6. o 
25 - 36 4 J.3 l 1 .9  .3 4.5 
J7 + 10 8 • .3 1 1.9 9 lJ.4 
No response 2 1.8 0 0 2 J. O  
Total 120 100. 0 5.3 100.0 67 100 . 0  
Table 8. Spouse's Occupation Full or Part-Time for Total 









No . % 
85 70. 8 
30 25. 0 
5 4. 2 
120 100 . 0  
Residence 
Farm Non-.farm 
No . % No . % 
38 71. 7  47 70. 1 
13 24. 5 17 25.4 
2 3.8 3 4. 5 
53 100. 0 67 100. 0 
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Table 9. Household Head ' s  Father ' s  Occupation for Total 
Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Father ' s  Total Residence 
occupation sample Farm Non-farm 
No . % No. % No. % 
Clerical & 
related 1 0 . 8  0 o. o 1 1. 5 
Craftsmen, 
foremen & 
related 14 11. 7 6 11.J  8 11. 9 
Laborers 6 5. 0 3 5. 7 3 4.5 
Operatives & 
related 5 4.2  4 7. 5 1 1. 5 
Private house-
hold workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Prof . ,  tech. , & 
related 2 1. 7 1 1. 9 1 1. 5 
Proprietors, 
managers 
66. o 77.6  and offic. �7 72. 5 35 52 
Sales workers · 2 1. 7 1 1. 9 1 1.5 
Service workers 
except 
domestic 2 1. 7 2 3. 8 0 0 
Unemployed l 0. 8 1 1.9  0 0 
Total 120 100.0 53 100. 0 67 100.0  
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Table 10 . Desire for Retraining for Total Sample by Farm 
and Non-Farm Residence 
Total Residence 
Desire for sample Farm Non-farm 
Retraining No. 'Ii No. % No. % 
Yes 38 31. 7 13 24.5 25 37.3 
No 68 56. 7  32 60.4 36 53 . 7  
Undecided 14 11. 7 8 15.1 6 9. 0  
Total 120 100. 0 53 100.0 67 100. 0 
Table 11. Reason For and Against Retraining for Total 
Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Reasons for Total Residence 
and against sample Farm Non-farm 
retraining No . % No. % No. % 
Reasons for : 
Income 18 15 . 0  6 11. 5 12 17. 7 
Security 4 J . J ' 2 3. 9 2 2. 9 
Better self 13 10. 8 2 3. 9 11 16. 2  
Reasons against: 
Age 12 10. 0 4 7. 7 8 11. 7  
Child in school 3 2 • .5 1 1. 9 2 2. 9 
Health 8 6 . 7  2 J. 9  6 8 . 8  
Like present 
job 22 18.3 lJ 25. 0  9 13 . 2  
No response 40 33.3 23 42 . 2  17 26 . 6  
Total 120 100. 0 .53 100. 0 67 100 . 0  
Table 12. Type of Retraining Desired for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Training Total Residence 
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desired sample Farm Non-farm 
No. % No. % No . % 
Nursing or 
medical .3 2 • .5 0 0 .3 4_.4 
Secretarial or 
office .3 2 • .5 0 0 .3 4. 4  
Carpentry .5 4. 2  2 J. 9  .3 4. 4  
Mechanical 10 8. J 4 - 7. 8 6 8. 8 
Electronics 2 1. 7 1 1.9 1 1. 5 
Agriculture .3 2 • .5 1 1. 9 2 2. 9 
Welding and 
machinery 3 2 • .5 3 5 . 8  0 0 
Teaching 1 0. 8 0 0 1 1. 5 
Service or 
clerical 2 1. 7 1 1. 9 l 1. 5 
Other 1 0. 8 0 0 1 1. 5 
No response 87 72 • .5 41 76. 9 46 69. 1 
Total 120 100. 0 .5.3 100. 0 67 100. 0 
Table 13. Who in the Family is Seriously Ill for Total 
Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Persons Total Residence 
210 
seriously sample Farm Non-farm 
ill No. % No. % No. % 
None 74 61.7  32 59 . 6 42 63. 1  
Household head 9 7.5 · 2 3 .9  7 10. 3 
Spouse 6 5 .0 l 1. 9 5 7. 4 
Child 20 16. 7 14 26. 9 6 8. 8 
Both parents 2 1 .7  1 . 1 . 9  l 1. 5  
Parent and child 4 3. 3 3 5. 8 1 1 . 5  
Several children l 0. 8 0 0 l 1 . 5  
Both parents and 
a child l 0 . 8  0 0 l 1. 5  
Both parents and 
several children 3 2 . 5  0 0 4. 4 
Total 120 100. 0 53 100. 0 67 100 . 0  
Table 14. Type of Illness for Total Sample by Farm 
and Non-Farm Residence 
Type of Total Residence 
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illness sample Farm Non-farm 
No . % No . % No . % 
Respiratory 4 3.3 2 3.9 2 3. 9 
Dental 14 11.7 _ 5 9. 6 9 13. 2 
Visual 2 1.7 1 1.9 1 1. 5 
Bones and organs 8 6.7 5 9.6 3 4.4 
Digestive 5 4. 2 3 5.8 2 2 . 9  
Circulatory 9 7. 5 3 5 . 8  6 8. 8 
Nervous system 4 3.3 2 3.9 2 2 . 9  
No response 74 61.6 32 59 . 5  43 64.4 
Total 120 100.0 53 100.0 67 100 . 0  
Table 15. Length of Illness for Total Sample by Farm 
and Non-Farm Residence 
Months Total Residence 
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of sample Farm Non-farm 
illness No . 6/, No . % No. % 
None 80 66. 7 35 67. 3 45 66 .• 2 
l - 2 l 0 . 8  0 0 l 1 • .5 
3 - 6 l 0 . 8  0 0 l 1 . 5  
7 - 9 l 0 . 8  0 0 l 1.5  
10 - 12 2 1 .7 l 1 . 9 l 1 • .5 
13 - 24 5 4 .2  2 3 . 9 3 4 .4  
25  - 36 1 0 . 8  1 1. 9 0 0 
37 + 9 7 .5 4 7 . 7  5 7.4 
No response 20 16. 7 10 17 . 3 10 16. 2 
Total 120 100 . 0  53 100 . 0  67 100. 0 
Table 16 . Total Medical Costs in the Last Year for Total 
Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Medical Total Residence 
21J 
costs in sample Farm Non-farm 
dollars No . % No. % No . % 
0 - 49 21 17 . 5  9 17. 0 12 17 . 9 
50 - 99 14 11. 7 9· 17. 0 5 7 . 5  
100 - 149 20 16.7 6 11.J 14 20. 8 
150 - 199 6 5 . 0 3 5 . 7  J 4. 5 
200 - 249 14 11. 7 2 J. 8 12 17. 9 
250 - 349 8 6.6 6 11. J  2 J . O 
J50 - 449 11 9. 2  7 lJ .2  4 6. o 
450 - 999 lJ 10. 8 4 7 . 5  9 13.4 
1 , 000 + lJ 10. 8 7 lJ. 2 6 9.0  
Total 120 100 . 0  5J 100. 0 67 100. 0 
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Table 17 . Total Medical Costs to the Family in the Last Year 
for Total Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Medical Total Residence 
costs in sample Farm Non- Farm 
dollars No. % No. <Ii No. % 
0 - 49 29 24. 2 11 20 .8  18 26 � 8  
.50 - 99 14 11. 7  9 17. 0  .5 7 • .5 
100 - 149 18 1.5.0  5 9 .4  13 19.4  
150 - 199 7 5. 8 4 7.5 3 4 • .5 
200 - 249 12 10 . 0  1 1. 9 11 16.4 
250 - 349 11 9 .2  7 13. 2 4 6 . o 
350 - 449 9 7 • .5 7 13.2 2 3.0 
450 - 999 10 8 . 3  3 5. 7 7 10 .4  
1 , 000 + 9 7 .5 5 9 .4 4 6. o 
No response 1 0 . 8  + 1. 9 0 0 
Total 120 100. 0 53 100. 0 67 100.0  
Table 18. Sources of Medical Assistance for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Sources Total Residence 
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of sample Farm Non-farm 
assistance No . % No . % No . 
None 79 65. 8 38 71. 1 41 
Welfare 21 17.5 4 7. 7 17 
Insurance 6 5. 0  l 1.9 .5 
Service 
organizations 11 9. 2  9 17.4 2 
Relatives 3 2 . 5  1 1. 9 2 
Total 120 100.0 53 100. 0 67 
Table 19. Insurance Status for Total Sample by Farm and 
Non-Farm Residence 
Insurance Total Residence 
% 
61. 8 





status sample Farm Non-farm 
No . % No·. % No . % 
None 56 46 . 7 20 37. 7 36 53. 8 
Health insurance 19 1.5. 8 9 17. 1 10 14. 9 
Life insurance 21 12.5 12 22. 6 9 lJ . 4 
Both 24 20. 0 12 22 . 6  12 17. 9 
Total 120 100. 0 5J 100 . 0 67 100. 0 
Table 20. Type of Dwelling Lived in for Total Sample by 
Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Type of Total Residence 
216 
dwelling sample Farm Non-Farm 
No. % No. % No. % 
Single-family 8.5 70. 8 42 79. 2 43 64.5  
Multiple family 29 24. 2 9 17. 0 20 29. 9 
Trailer house 6 5 .  O 2 3. 8  4 6. o 
Total 120 100. 0 .53 100. 0 67 100.0 
Table 21. State of Repair of the House for Total Sample by 
Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
State of Total Residence 
repair sample I Farm Non-Farm 
No. % No. % No. % 
Good 42 35. 0 14 26.4 28 41. 8 
Fair 48 40.o  20 37 . 7  28 41.8 
Poor 30 25. 0 19 35. 8 11 16. 4 
Total 120 100. 0 53 100. 0 67 100. 0 
Table 22 . Number of Ro'oms in Household for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Number Total Residence 
217 
of sample Farm Non-farm 
rooms No . % No . % No . % 
l 4 3.3 1 1. 9 3 4 �4  
2 1 o. 8 1 1. 9 0 0 
3 5 4.2 0 0 5 7.4 
4 17 14. 2 6 11. 5 11 16.2  
5 16 13.3 3 5. 8 13 19.1 
6 32 26.7  15 26. 9 17 26 . 6  
7 18 15. 0 10 19.2  8 11. 7  
8 20 16. 7 12 23. 2 8 11.7  
9 1 o. 8 l 1. 9 0 0 
10 + 6 5 .0 4 7. 7 2 2 . 9 
Total 120 100. 0 53 100. 0 67 100. 0 
Table 23. Possession of Household Facilities for Total 
Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Presence Total Residence 
of sample Farm Non-farm-
facilities Ye s No Yes No Yes No 
Central heating 56 64 18 35 38 29 
Air conditioning 4 116 2 51 2 65 
Water piped in 96 24 39 14 57 10 
Indoor toilet 95 25 36 17 59 8 
Bath and shower 93 27 34 19 59 8 
Refrigerator 114 6 50 3 64 3 
Home freezer 61 59 39 14 22 45 
Wash machine 88 32 44 9 44 23 
Dryer 32 88 21 32 11 56 
Dishwasher 2 118 1 52 l 66 
Record player 53 67 22 31 31 36 
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Table 24. Socioeconomic Status for Total Sample by Farm 
and Non-Farm Residence 
Socio- Total Residence 
219 
economic sample Farm Non-farm 
status No. % No. % No. 
High 76 63 .3  32 60 . 4  44 
Low 44 36. 7 21 39 . 6  23 
Total 120 100 . 0  53 100. 0 67  
. . . 
Table 25. Visiting Patterns for Total Sample by Farm and 
Non-Farm Residence 




100 . 0  
usually sample Farm Non-farm 
visit No . % No . % No . % 
Relatives 89 74. 5 40 75. 5 49 73 .1  
Neighbors 6 5 . 0 2 3. 8 4 6. o 
Friends 18 15 . 0  9 17 . 0  9 13 .4  
No response 7 5 . 8 2 3. 8 5 7. 5 
Total 120 100. 0 53 100. 0 67 100 . 0  
Table 26 . Organization· Participation for Total Sample by 
Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Number Total Residence 
220 
of sample Farm Non-farm 
organizations No . % No . % No . % 
0 28 23. 2  11 20. 6 17 25 .4  
1 41 34. 1  19 35 .9  22 32 . 8  
2 24 20. 0 13 24. 5  11 16 . 4  
3 9 7. 5 3 5 . 7  6 9. 0  
4 6 5 . 0 5 9. 4  l 1 . 5  
5 5 4.2 l 1. 9 4 6 . o  
6 4 3. 5 0 0 4 6 . o  
7 2 1.7 1 1. 9 l 1 . 5 
8 + 1 0 . 8  0 0 1 1. 5 
Total 120 100 . 0  53 100 . 0  67 100 . 0  
Median 1. 0 1. 0 1. 0 
Table 27. Extent of Newspaper Subscriptions for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Subs cription Total Residence 
sample Farm Non-farm 
No. % No. % No. % 
None 53 44. 2 26 49. 1 27 40. J 
Weekly 22 18 • .3 10 18.9 12 17. 9  
Bi-weekly 5 4. 2 1 1.9 4 6. o 
Daily 40 33.3 16 30.2  24 35. 8 
Total 120 100.0 53 100.0 67 100.0 
Table 28. Possession of Radio, Television and Telephone for 
Total Sample by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
. . --- ,. ____ ..., 
Total Residence 
sample Farm on-farm 
No. % No. % No. % 
Radio 
Yes 116 96. 7 52 98.1 64 95 . 5 
No 4 3. 3 1 1.9 3 4. 5 
Total 120 100.0 53 100.0 67 100. 0 
Television 
Yes 106 88. J 46 86. 8 60 89. 6  
No 14 11. 7 7 13. 2  7 10. 4 
Total 120 100. 0 53 100. 0 67 100. 0 
Telephone 
Yes 81 67. 5 34 64. 2 47 70. 1 
No 39 32. 5 19 3.5 . 8  20 29. 9  
Total 120 100 .0  .53 100. 0 67 100. 0 
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Table 29. Number of Magazines Subscribed for Total Sample 
by Farm and Non-Farm Residence 
Number Total Residence 
of sample Farm Non-farm 
magazines No . % No . % No . % 
0 54 45 . 0  12 22. 6  42 62. 7 
1 - 3 51 42. 5  31 58 .5 20 29 . 9  
4 - 6 13 10. 8 10 18 . 9  3 4 . 5  
7 + 2 1. 7 0 0 2 3 . 0  
Total 120 100 . 0 53 100 . 0  67 100 . 0  
=========================================================--
Table 30 . Age at Marriage for Total Sample by Farm and 
Non-Farm Residence 
Age at Total Resicl e1 co 
marriage sample Farm Non-farm 
No. % No. % No . % 
Below 20 23 19 . 2  7 13 . 2  16 23 . 9  
20 - 24 44 36 . 7 19 35. 8  25 37 . 3 
25 - 30 .35 29 . 2  19 35 . 8  16 23. 9 
31 + 12 10 . 0  .5 9 . 4  7 10.4 
No response 6 5. 0 3 .5 .  7 3 4 . 5  
Total 120 100 . 0  53 100. 0 67 ,100 . 0  
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Table 31.  Family Stability Characteristics for Total Sample 
No Yes NR Total 
No . % No. % No. % No. % 
Parent left 
home 89 74. 2 26 21. 7 5 4. 2 120 100 . 0  
Child and law 95 79. 2 17 14. 2 8 6 . 7 120 100 . 0  
Alcoholism 81 67 . 5  34 28. 3 5 4. 2 120 100. 0 
Child left 
� home 103 85. 8 9 7. 5 8 6. 7 120 100. 0 
Friction 
between 
parents 25 20 . 8  87 72.5 8 6. 7 120 100. 0 
Parents and 
law 93 77 .5  25 20. 8 2 1 . 7  120 100. 0 
Friction be-
tween parents 



















J 2. 5  
10 8 . J  
54 45. 0  
18 15. 0  
28 23 . 3  
7 5 . 8  
120 99. 9 
9. 38 
8 
and Poverty Type 
Poverty type 
I II III 
No. % No.-- % No. 
0 o . o  2 4. 1 1 
J 7 . 1  J 6. 1 4 
17 40 .5  18 36. 7 17 
6 14. J  12 24. 5  2 
12 28. 6  12 24. 5  4 
4 9. 5 2 4 . 1  l 
42 100. 0 49 100. 0 29 
9 . 8J 8 . 52 8 . 48 
9 8 8 
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% 
j . 4  
lJ . 8  
58. 6 
6 . 9 
13 . 8  
J . 4 
99 . 9 
Table J3. Single and Multiple Job Holding of Household 
Head by Total Sample and Poverty Type 
Single or Total Poverty type 
multiple job sample I II III 
holding No. % No. % No.-- % No. % 
Single job 99 82. 5 31 73. 8 43 87. 8  25 86. 2 
Multiple job 20 16. 7 11 26. 2 6 12. 2 J 10. J 
No response 1 0. 8 0 o . o  0 o . o  1 J. 5 
Total 120 100. 0 42 100 . 0  49 100. 0 29 100. 0 
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Table 34. Part or Full-Time Employment of Household 
Head by Total Sample and Poverty Type 
Part or Total Povert:y: t;y:Ee 
full-time sample .L II III 
employment No. % No. % No.-- % No . % 
Full-time 100 8J . 3  31 73. 8  41 · 83. 7  28 96 . 5  
Part-time 20 16 . 7  11 26 .2  8 16. 3 1 3. 5 
Total 120 100. 0 42 100. 0 49 100.0  29 100 . 0  
Table 35. Extent of Unemployment by Total Sample 
and Poverty Type · 
Weeks of Total Povertr trEe 
unemployment sample .L II III 
No . 1, No . % No-. - % No . % 
None 86 71. 7 36 85 . 6  32 65. 3  18 62. 2 
0-8 7 5 . 8  2 4. 8 1 2. 1 4 13. 8 
9-16 7 5 . 8 2 4. 8 4 8.2 1 3.4 
17-24 4 3 .3  1 2. 4 3 6. 1 0 o. o 
25-36 4 3 . 3  1 2.4 2 4. 1 1 3.4 
.37 + 10 8. 3 0 o. o 6 12. 2 4 13. 8 
No response 2 1. 7 0 o . o  1 2.1 1 3 . 4  
















Table 36 . Family Income by Total Sample 




13 10. 8 
8 6 . 7  
22 18.3  
20 16.7 
23 19. 2 
11 9. 2 
9 7. 5 
13 10. 8 
0 o . o  
1 0. 8 




No . % No.-- % 
5 11. 9 6 12. 2 
3 7. 1 3 6 . 1  
9 21. 4 7 14. 3 
8 19. 1  9 18.4 
9 21.4 9 18.4 
2 4. 8 4 8. 2 
3 7. 1 3 6 . 2 
3 7.1 7 14 . 3  
0 o. o 0 o . o  
0 o . o  1 2. 0 
42 99. 9 49 100. 1 
$209. 90 $167. 16 
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III 
No . % 
2 6 .'9 
2 6 . 9 
6 20.7  
3 10.3 
5 17.2 
5 17.2  
3 10.3 
3 10. 3 
0 o. o 
0 o . o  
29 99. 8  




Table 37. Residential Mobility of Household Head by 
Total Sample and Poverty Type 
Total Poverti type 
sample I II 
No. % No . % No . % No. 
Never moved 29 24. 2 13 31. 0 12 24. 5 4 
l - 2 17 14. 2 10 23. 8  3 6. 1 4 
3 - 4 45 37. 5 12 28. 6  21 42. 9  12 
5 - 6 17 14. 2  5 11. 8 5 10. 2 7 
7 - 8 9 7. 5 l 2.4 6 12.2  2 
9 - 10 2 1. 7 0 o . o  2 4. 1 0 
11 + l 0. 8 l 2 .4 0 o . o  0 










o . o  
100. 0 















Table 38. Age o� Household Head by Total Sample 
and Poverty Type 
Total 
sample 
No. cf, · 
5 4. 2 
8 6.7  
15 12. 5 
13 10. 8  
16 13. 3 
11 9.2 
16 13.3 
18 15. 0 
13 10. 8  
5 · 4. 2 
120 100. 0 




No . % No . % 
1 2 .4 2 4. 1 
1 2.4 4 8. 2 
5 11.9 4 8.2 
5 11.9 4 8.2 
11 26. 2 2 4. 1 
4 9 . 5  6 12.2 
4 9. 5 7 14.3 
6 14.3 8 16.3  
2 4. 8 9 18.4 
3 7. 1 3 6.1  
42 100. 0 49 100.2 




No . % 
2 6. 9 
3 10.3  
6 20.7  
4 13. 8 
3 10.3  
1 3.4 
5 17.2 
4 13. 8 
1 3.4 
0 o. o 






1 - 2 
3 - 4 
5 - 6 
7 - 8 
9 - 10 
11 - 12 
13 - 14 





Table 39. Size of Family by Total Sample 
and Poverty Type 
Total Povert:Y: t:y:Ee 
sample I II 
No. <f, . No. % No . % 
13 10. 8 3 7.1 5 10. 2 
22 18.3 6 14.3 11 22 . 5 
26 21. 7 8 19. 1 12 24. 5 
23 19. 2  10 23.8 6 12. 2 
22 18.3  8 19. 1 8 16 .3  
7 5 . 8 4 9 . 5 3 6. 1 
6 5 . 0 3 7. 1 3 6. 1 
0 o . o  0 o . o  0 o . o  
1 o .s 0 o . o  1 0.2 
120 99. 9 42 100. 0 49 100. 1 
6. 51 7. 07 6 . 39 




5 17. 2  
5 17. 2 
6 20.7 
7 21+. 1 
6 20. 7 
0 o . o  
0 o . o  
0 o . o  
0 o . o  
29 99. 9 
5 . 76 
6 
Table 40 . Organization Participation of Family by Total 
Sample and Poverty Type 
Organization Total Poverti type 
membership sample _L II 
No. % No. % No . % No. 
0 28 23. 3 4 9. 5 10 20 .4  14 
l 41 ,34. 2 14 33 .3  15 30 . 6  12 
2 24 20 . 0  11 26.2 12 24.5 1 
J 9 7 . 5  4 9 .5  4 8.2 1 
4 6 5. 0 3 7 .1  2 4.1 l 
5 5 4. 2 2 4. 8 3 6.1 0 
6 4 3 . 3 2 4.8  2 4. 1 0 
7 2 1. 7 l 2.4 1 2. 0 0 
8 + 1 0 . 8  l 2.4 o . o . o  0 




48 . 3  
_41.4 
3.4 
3 �4  
3.4 
o . o  
o . o  
o . o  

















Table 41. Marital Status by Total Sample 
and Poverty Type 
Total Poverti: type 
sample · _L II 
No. % No. % No. % 
88 73. 4 35 83. 3 34 69.4 
16 13. 3 5 11. 9 7 14.J 
16 13 . 3  2 4. 8 8 16. 3  






Table 42. Alcoholism as a Serious Problem by 
Total Sample and Poverty Type 
Total Povert� type 
sample -1... _ll._ 
No . % No. % No. % No . 
81 67. 5 35 83 . 3  33 67 . 4  13 
34 28. 3 7 16 . 7  13 26. 5 14 
5 4. 2 0 o . o  3 6 . 1  2 
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Type of dwelling: 
--- Single family HH 
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--- Multiple family HH 
Interviewer Trailer house ------- ---
Location of residence State of repair : 
__ good __ fair _poor 
(Be specific in direction) 
COMMUNITY ACTION AREA SURVEY 
The information gathered in this survey is a part of an area 
study conducted jointly by the Community Action Office and the 
Department of Rural Sociology at South Dakota State University. 
The information received will be confidential . The study is 
concerned only with general characteristics of the area residents 
and not with specific individuals or families. 
I .  Household Characteristics 
1 .  Interviewee is : Male Female -----
2. HHH 
Other 
Spouse of HRH -------
Residence : 
(indicate) 
Farm ____ Nonfarm · Urban --- ---
If .farm ; how many acres : owned ----
rented ----
4. Do you own or rent your home? 
Own ---- ---- Rent 
5 . We would like to ask you some questions about members of your 
family and household . 
Relation- Marital Age at 
ship to Age status first 
HHH marriage 
1.  Head 
2. 
3 .  
4. 
5. 
6 .  






Additional : (S )  single 
(M) married 
(D)  divorced 
(W) widowed 
( Sep) separated 
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Highest Occupation Residence Birth 
grade of ( specific) ( if not in place 
school HH--city 
completed & state) 
*If multiple job holdings , list 
If part-time indicate with a ( P) 
If full-time indicate with an (F )  
I would like to  ask you a few guestions
1 
about your household 
facilities . I WOULD LIKE TO STRESS THE FACT THAT THIS INFORMATION 
IS STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND IS IN NO WAY GOING TO BE USED TO CHECK 
UP ON YOU. 
6. Room-person ratio : number of persons in household 
number of rooms in household 
7 . Do you have : central heating system 
air conditioning 
central window 
water piped into the house 
indoor toilet facilities 
complete bath with tub or shower 
a refrigerator 
a telephone 
a home freezer 
clothes wash machine 




_ no . , __ B/W, __ color 
radio 
_no. , __ portable , 
record player 
__ stereo , __ monaural 
8 .  Does your family take a newspaper? 
console 

















Name of the paper : ___________________ _ 
9. How many magazines does your family subscribe to? 
Please list : 
10 . In what organizations does your family participate : ( ex ,  
church membership, PTA , extension clubs , farm organizations , 
service organizations , 4-H ,  Boy Scouts , Girl Scouts , etc . ) 
Please list : 
HHH :  --------- Spouse : Children : ------- ------
11 . Do you and your spouse attend church? Yes No 
If yes , what chur ch : ( Be specific ) 
How often do each of you attend Sunday Church services : 
Husband : ( circle one) 
Not at all 1/4 time 1/2 time seldom mis s  
Wife : ( circle one) 
Not at a�l 1/4 time 1/2 time seldom mis s  
12 . What do you and your family members do as a major form of 
recreation? 





Outside the home (visiting, movies, etc. ) 
Parents 
Children ---------·------------------
13. When you and your spouse go visiting, who do you usually visit 







___ Times per week 
___ Times per week 
___ Times per week 




I would like to ask you a few questions about the dif�erent 
places you have lived. 
14. In what state and community did you receive your : 
high school educati on __________________ _ 
grade school education __________________ _ 
15 . In what state and community did your spouse receive his/ her : 
high school education ___________________ _ 
grade school education __________________ _ 
16 . 
Residence beginning Reason 
















17 . Do you forsee a move in the future ?  
18 . If yes ,  where? 







4. Better housing 




Ye s No --- ---
III . Occupational Characteristics 
I would like to ask �ou a few gue stions about occupations 12ast , 
present2 and future .  
20 . While you were growing up, what was your father ' s  usual 
occupation? 
If not alive , at what age were you when he died? years 
ls 
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21. How many years of formal education did he have? ___ years 
22. Did he have any special training beyond this? (ex. military, 
trade school, apprenticeship, etc . )  Yes ___ No 
If yes, list : 
23. What was your spouse's father's usual occupation? 
If not alive, at what age was your spouse when he died? 
______ years 
24. How mnay years of formal education- did he have? ___ years 
25. Did he have any special training beyond this? (ex. military, 
trade school, apprenticeship, etc.) ___ Yes ___ No 
If yes, list: 
26. What 1obs have you and your spouse held before and after 
marriage in order from beginning to present? 
HUSBAW) ' S OCCUPATIONS 
Main occupation Part or If any other Part or 
(specific-include Full-time occupations at same Full-time 





5 .  
6 .  










(P )  or ( F) 
If any other 
occupations at same 
time ( specific) 
Part or 
Full-time 
( P )  or ( F) 
1 . 
2 .  




7 .  
8 .  




Jobs : Length of employment 
Have you (HHH) been unemployed at any time within the last 
year ? 
If yes ,  why? 
For how long? 
--- Yes ·No ---
What special occupational skill or training do you ( HHH )  feel 
you possess? 
If employed , does your ( HHH) present job m.ake the best use of 
your skills? Yes No Undecided --- --- ---
Would you ( HHH) be interested in a retraining program whereby 
you could learn a new trade or occupation? ___ yes ___ No 
Undecided ----
Why or why not? ( Please be specific) 
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J2. If you ( Hllli) would be interested in such a retraining program, 
what type of occupation would you like to train for? (Please 
be specific) ________________________ _ 
JJ . If you ( IIBH) are interested in a retraining program, what 
features would it have to offer you to be willing to 
participate? 
IV. Health Information 
Now I would like to ask you a few questions about you and your 
family' s health. 
34. Does any member of your family who is dependent upon you for 
support have a serious medical or dental problem? 
___ Yes ___ No 
35 . If yes, please list below : 
36. 
37. 








Does this illness 
affect their ability 
to contribute to the 
family income? 
What would you estimate it has cost your family for medical and 
dental bills in the last year (including medicine ) ?$ _____ _ 
How much of this cost did you have to pay? $ _________ _ 
Do you have any insurance? Yes --- --- No Life Health 
From what other sources have you received assi stance for your 
medical and dental bills? (insurance , service organizations , 
welfare , etc. ) 
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40 . I would like for you to indicate the extent of your agreement or 
disagreement with each of the following statements. ( HAND 
RESPONDENT THE CARD) 
Read for each statement ( 1) through ( 11) : 
"TO BE A GOOD PERSON ONE SHOULD : "  
No Strongly Mildly Mildly Strongly 
resp. agree agree disagree di sagree 
1. be clean and orderly NR SA MA MD SD 
2. be religious and believe 
in God NR 
3. be a hard worker whenever 
possible NR 
-4. get as much schooling 
as possible NR 
5. treat all people equally NR 
6. be genuine and sincere 
with others NR 
7 . be happy, optimistic , 
sense of humor NR 
8 .  be loyal to friends and 
family · NR 
9. have a love of people, 
be kind to them NR 
10 . have ability to get along 
with others NR 
11. be able to tolerate 
differences in men 
12. There is little chance of 
finding real happiness  
in life today . 
lJ . These days a person 
doesn ' t  really know 




















































No Strongly Mildly Mildly Strongly 
res12. agree agree disagree disagree 
14. Nowadays a person has to 
live pretty much for 
today and let tomorrow 
care for itself. NR SA MA MD SD 
15. In spite of what people 
say, the lot of the average 
man is getting worse, 
not better. NR SA MA MD SD 
16. Most people don ' t really 
care what happens to the 
next fellow. NR SA MA MD SD 
17 . It is very- important to 
save for tomorrow. NR SA MA MD SD 
18. Planning only makes a 
person unhappy since his 
plans hardly ever work 
out anyway. NR SA MA MD SD 
19. Luck plays an important 
part in what happens 
to people. NR SA MA MD SD 
20. If one is born poor he 
might as well accept it 
since there is no getting 
out. NR SA MA MD SD 
21. When one has money he might 
as well spend it since 
tomorrow it will be gone. NR SA MA MD SD 
22 . Every man has the right to 
enjoy and take life easy and 
therefore to go into debt to 
get those items which will 
reduce his work and give 
enjoyment is justified. NR SA MA MD SD 
23. One can never really predict 
what tomorrow might bring 
therefore we must live for 
today and not worry about NR SA MA MD SD tomorrow. 
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No Strongly Mildly Mildly Strongly 
resp. agree agree . disagree dis agree 
24 . Young people today are 
getting too much 
education NR SA MA MD SD 
2.5 . Education only makes a 
person discontented . NR SA MA MD SD 
26. School training is of 
little help in meeting 
the problems of real life. NR SA MA MD SD 
27 . Education is  more valuable 
than most people think. NR SA MA MD SD 
28. A young man is foolish to 
keep going to school if he 
can get a good job. NR SA MA MD SD 
29. Too much time and money is 
being spent on unimportant 
things in education today.  NR SA MA MD SD 
JO . Education enables us  to 
make the best pos sible use 
of our lives. NR SA MA MD SD 
31. Schools today encourage a 
person to think for 
himself . NR SA MA MD SD 
32. Education is of no real help 
in getting a job today . NR SA MA MD SD 
33 . A child should not be allowed 
to talk back to his parents , 
or he will lose respect for 
them. NR SA MA MD SD 
34 . A person should feel a great 
love , gratitude , and respect 
for his parents . NR SA MA MD SD 
35 . Some equality in a marriage 
is  a good thing, but by and 
large the husband ought to 
have the main say so in NR SA MA MD SD family matters . 
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No Strongly Mildly Mildly Strongly 
resp. agree agree disagree disagree 
36. It goes against nature to 
place a woman in a 
position of authority 
over men. NR SA 
VIII. Family Information 
MA MD SD 
The following are problems found among many American families. I would 
appreciate your answers to whether or not you considered these to be 
problems in your family , and if so , to what extent. 
41 . How are the maj or �ecisions made in your household? (check one) 
_ husband usually makes them 
_ they share 
wife usually makes them 
42 . Have you or your spouse ever been divorced from another person? 
Yes No --- ---
43. How often, if at all , have you or your spouse left home (separated 
from each other) due to some marital conflict? ( check one) 
often _ occasionally __ a few times in marriage 
never 
44. To what extent , if at all, have any of your children ever been in 
trouble with the law? (delinquency, truancy , traffic violations , 
etc. ) 
_ often __ occasionally a few times never 




__ occasionally a few times in marriage 
46 . To what extent , if at all , have any of your children left home 
due to conflict or fights with his parents? 
__ often __ occasionally _ a few- times never 
47. To what extent , if at all , have you or your spouse been in trouble 
with the law? ( ex .  bad checks , traffic violations , etc . ) 
_ often __ occasionally __ a few times never 
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occasionally __ a few times in marriage 
49. How often, if at all, does friction occur between your children 
and you as parents? 
often occasionally a few times in marriage 
never 
